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LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. . 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 


EsTaBLisuep 1853. 
Capital ... . £400,000 


Debentures and Debenture Stock ... ... ..._ £201,380 
REVERSIONS BOUGHT. LOANS MADE THEREON. 
Proposal Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Offices. 
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LONDON, WW. (Minion fe Ce i are ka 
letropolitan . Station. ‘ew Venetian Rooms are 
(St. Pancras Station). uaiiablefor Publicand Private Dinners, Arbitration Mecti 
Close to Central = tation. 


~ MIDLAND ~ Tennis La . . 
HAM—HEYSHAM TOWER, nr MORECAMBE. Lovely Country. Golf. 
,Tariffe on Application. Telegraphic Address ‘* Midotel.”” 
Adelphi ‘‘ Turtle” Soup forwarded from Adelphi Hotel, Liverpool, per quart jar 18s. ; 


int jar, 9s. 6d. id. Speciality for invalids. 
POF Pint J8r, WILLIAM TOWLE, Manager Midland Railway Hotels. 








THE OLDEST &4 WEALTHIEST EXISTING MORTGAGE INSURANCE OFFICE. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 

SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
BonpDs, MORTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 





HEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, B.C. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
4 In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of X 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LO88 OR FORFRBITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtaimed on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 

LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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CURRENT TOPICS, 


WE print elsewhere an order for the transfer of eighty actions 
from Mr. Justice Byrne to Mr. Justice Cozens-Harpy for the 


purpose only of hearing or of trial. 





We near that action is being taken by some of the law 
societies in the North of England with regard to the recent 
‘‘ reconsidered ” opinion of the Inland Revenue Department on 
the question, to which we have frequently referred, of the 
liability of a purchaser upon a sale under a power or trust for 
sale to see to the payment of estate duty. So far as we can 
gather, the object is to induce solicitors in general, after estate 
duty has been paid on grant of probate, to apply at an early 
date to the department for a certificate of payment under section 
11 of the Finance Act, 1894, and to endeavour to obtaia it 
whether the property is to be sold at an early date or not. It 
is contended that it is for the department to satisfy itself as to 
the value of the property, and that it is not reasonable to delay 
the issue of the certificate until such value has been ascer- 
tained by sale. If this is acceded to by the department, a good 
deal of difficulty as regards the future will be removed, but 
there will still remain the question of the position of persons 
who, relying on the former opinions given by the department, 
have completed purchases without seeing that the duty has been 

aid. We have no information as yet as to any action by the 
Souneil of the Incorporated Law Society. 





RaTHER INTERESTING light is thrown by recent volumes of the 
judicial statistics on two questions, arising in lunacy law, 
which have recently attracted not a little professional and public 
attention. In the first place, to what extent is the summary 
procedure under section 116 of the Lunacy Act, 1890, super- 
ceding inquisitions? The annual ave of inquisitions 
executed was, from 1858 to 1862, 64; from 1863 to 1867, 75; 
from 1868 to 1872, 86; from 1878 to 1877, 116; from 1878 to 
1882, 112; from 1883 to 1887, 93; from 1888 to 1892, 80; 
from 1892 to 1896, 41.8. No annual average has yet been 
arrived at of the ings under section 116. But in 1895 
there were subsi 945 cases under the section ; in 1896, 1,274; 
and in 1897 (the latest retura), 1,823. During 1897 orders for 
administration and management are stated t> have been mada 
under the section in 327 cases, while in the same year only 42 
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inquiries were held. At the end of 1897 the number of 
subsisting. cases under inquisition was 1,016. The second 
question which has to be noticed is this: To what extent is the 

wer given to the Secretary of State by section 2 of the 

iminal Lunatics Act, 1584, to order by his warrant insane 
prisoners to be removed to an asylum before trial exercised? It 
appears that in 1884-85 out of a total of 938 criminal lunatics, 
169 were detained under this section; in 1885-86, 149 out of 
890; in 1889-90, 108 out of 926; in 1890-91, 95 out of 900; in 
1894, 78 out of 738; in 1895, 84 out of 757; in 1896, 88 out of 
769; and in 1897, 85 out of 764. It is not desirable that this 
power should be exercised with any greater frequency. Insanity 
as a plea in bar ought, in the interest alike of the public and of 
prisoners, to be judicially established in all but the clearest cases. 


A RULE nisi has this week been granted calling upon the 
publishers of a certain newspaper to shew cause why a criminal 
information should not be filed against them for a libel upon a 
steamship company. This procedure is at the present time 
sufficiently rare to call for some notice. It was, however, at 
one time quite common, and informations were granted with a 
certain amount of readiness by the court, especially where 
the applicant was of high rank or dignity. Thus in ‘one 
case in the last century an information was granted 
against the proprietor of a newspaper for publishing a 

} ludicrous account of the conduct of a nobleman and an 
actress at a theatre. The court, however, is now very chary 
of granting informations, and will only do so where the person 
attacked holds some public or official position, and is attacked 
in his official character, or where the matter published is of so 
serious a nature that it is of grave concern to the public. The 

_eourt has discretion in the granting of informations, and the | 
rules which should govern the exercise of that discretion were 
very fully considered by the Queen’s Bench Division in the case 
of Reg. v. Labouchere (32 W. R. 861, 12 Q. B. D. 320). Lord 
CoLERInGE, in a considered judgment, which was almost entirely 
acquiesced in by the other four judges, finally rejected the idea 
that any person, however high his rank, can be entitled to the 
interference of the court where he is libelled in his private 
capacity. He pointed out that the court had in the past gone too 
far in the direction of such interference, and expressed his opinion 
that Biacksrone correctly states the principle which should be 
observed, and that, in his words, informations should be granted 
only in the'case of “any gross and notorious misdemeanours, 
riots, batteries, libels, and other immoralities of an atrocious 
kind not peculiarly tending to disturb the government (for those 
are left to the care of the Attorney-General), but which, on 
account of their magnitude or pernicious example, deserve the 
most public animadverston-*—Pire libel alleged to have been pub- 
me in the case — before the court was stated to have imputed 
to the applicants that by their negligence a steamship conveyin 
1,600 soldiers tothe seat of = Tad sunk ow eee 
and to have been published without any sort of foundation. 
It would, of course, be most improper to express any opinion 
on the merits of the case while it is still sub judice; but the 
mode in which the court deals with the principle jabove- 
mentioned will be watched with interest. 











Tax pecision of Kexewicu, J., in Attorney-General y. Hanwell 
Urban District Council raises aquestion of great importance— 
viz., as to the power of the Local Government Board to sanction 
the use by a local authority’of surplus land for a purpose other 
than that for which it was originally acquired. Such sanctions 
are not infrequently given, and so far as we are aware, their 
efficacy and legality have not previously been called in question. 
In the case referred to the facts were simple. In 1883 the pre- 
decessors of the district council had purchased from the Earl of 
JERsEy (the relator in the action) about twelve acres of land for 
the express purpose of the disposal of the sewage of the village 
of Hanwell. In 1896 it appeared that about two acres were not 
required for this purpose, and the district council submitted to 
the Local Government Board a proposal that a hospital for 
infectious diseases should be erected on these two acres. The 






























































Board held a public local inquiry into the matter, and 


by a formal order directed that the two acres should be retained ‘ 
by the district council as a site for the hospital. This action was ! 
brought to restrain the council from so using the land: the t 
claim was put on several grouads ; the question of nuisance was t 
raised, and it was also alleged (apparently with a view to t 
bringing the case within Attorney-General v. Teddington (1898, t 
1 Ch. 66)) that the two acres would soon be actually required I 
for sewage purposes. * But the ground es which the decisioa V 
seems to have-been given was that the district council had no h 
ower to use the land for any other purpose than that for which 7 
it was originally acquired. The defendants, of course, relied 
on the order of the Local Government Board, and on section 175 
of the Public Health Act, 1875, under which that order was no 
doubt intended to be made. That section enacts that lands r 
acquired by a local authority, and not required for the original Ww 
purpose, “shall (unless the Local Government Board otherwise is 
direct) be sold”; and it was argued that the words in brackets of 
give the board an implied power to direct thgt surplus lands af 
which they permit to be retained unsold may be put to in 
some use other than their original use. This is not an un- m 
natural interpretation of the words, and it is believed that re 
it has been generally acted on for many years. It did not, ra 
however, find favour with the learned judge. His view was of 
that all the Local Government B ard could do under the section be: 
was to order that the lands should remain unsold “leaving other ot 
questions open.” The most important of these ‘ other questions” Wi 
must always be—to what use is the land tobeput? The land is pu 
ex hypothssi surplus Jand (viz., not required for the original pur- an 
pose) ; otherwise the clause in question would not apply; if the fre 
order cannot direct that it may be used for the purpose of some co’ 
other duty of the local authority, the result would seem to be hi 
that the only effect of the order would be to leave the land lying res 
permanently idle in the hands of the authority, for if the order qu 
itself cannot make it applicable for another purpose there che 
is no means by which it can be so applied. This is, we may be flor 
permitted to remark, with deference, rather a strict interpre- sol 
tation to put upon a statutory power given to a government ~ Bites 
department and presumably intended to have some useful hay 
purpose. the 
o— knc 
In THE CASE Of Rogers v. Hosegood Farws11, J., has delivered for 
an interesting and important judgment on the subject of ws 
covenants running with the land. In May, 1869, the then Duke 7 
of Beprorp purchased a plot of land at Kensington from ( 
Messrs. Ousitt & Oo., subject to a covenant restraining him from a 
erecting thereon more than one dwelling-house, which was to of] 
be used for a private residence and no trade or business I oh 
was to be carried on there. The covenant was expressed to” . ~» 
be intended to enure for the benefit of Messrs. Ovsrrr ra . 
& Co. “their heirs or assigns, or others claiming under them | the 
for any of their lands adjoining or near to” the property pur- a, 
chased by the Duke of Bzprorp. B. og Aco a <a 
bought adjoining property from Messrs. Ovsrrr and built a 
hoo upon it. e conveyance to him contained no express “te 
assignment of the benefit of the covenant entered into by the P °] 
Duke of Beprorp, and there was no evidence that he was aware rr 
of the covenant. In 1872 the Duke died, and his successor It b 
sold the property. ‘To facilitate the sale Messrs. Ovsirr in be | 
1876 ll a deed releasing him, so far as they could, from ° 
the covenant relating to the number of houses to be built on 
the property. The present owner proposed to put up a e Tr 
block of residential flats, and the action was brought Chai 
by the trustees of Sir Joun Mrats’s will to prevent calle 
such an erection as being a breach of the covenant § cost, 
to the benefit of which they claimed to be entitled. As ani 
regards the burden of covenants, the law appears to be clear. —_ 
A distinction has to be drawn between cases of landlord and tend: 
tenant and cases of vendor and purchaser. As between landlord could 
and tenant the burden of a covenant will run with the land in Wooo, 
accordance with the rules laid down in Spencer’s case (5 Rep. Pigg 
16a); but as between vendor and purehas er, and persons § fu \. 
deriving title under them, it appears that_at la A | plain 
@ covenant never runs wit usterberry v. Corporation & | ticlog 
0 m (29 Oh. D. 750) ), and hence, with regard to and ¢! 
positive covenants, it is impossible to make the burden of Bt to ay, 
the covenant, simply as a covenant, run with the land at @ whic} 
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all. There are conveyancing devices by which this can in 
many cases be done, as in the case of a covenant 
to repair a road. A rentcharge can be created to cover 
the cost of repair. But the mere covenant is binding only on 
the covenantee. In the case, however, of negative covenants, 
the defect is supplied by the doctrine of notice, and though a 
purchaser takes the land free from restrictive covenants of 
which he has no notice, either actual or constructive, yet, if he 
has notice, the covenant is binding upon him on the principle of 
Talk v. Moxhay (2 Phil. 774). 








Bur wuitz the question whether the burden of a covenant 
runs with the land presents no special difficulty, it is other- 
wise when the devolution of the benefit of the covenant 
is in dispute, and it is upon this point that the judgment 
of Farwe.t, J., in Rogers v. Hosegood, is instructive. Here, 
again, the case of landlord and tenant must be distinguished, 
inasmuch as in that case the statute 32 Hen. 8, c. 34, expressly 
made covenants, bot ss to_benefit_and burden, run with the 
reversionary estate in the land just as at common law they 
ran with the land in the hands of the lessee. In the case 
of vendor and purchaser there is no absolute bar to the 
benefit of the covenant running with the land; but on the 
other hand it cannot be said that an assign of the covenantee 
will take the benefit of the covenant simply because the covenant 
purports to extend to assigns. Something more is necessary, 
and there seems to be authority for saying that the haser 
from the original covenantee Will got take tha henait of the 
his pUrOhase’ wee Donate ¥.-Cooliskae (0 Oh, D. 125), Sach a 
his ase: énals ¥. Cowlishaw (9 Ch. D. 125). Such a 
resu. aturally follows where the plots of ground in 
question are part of a building estate. 


All the pur- 
chasers then take with the common rights ‘and Tiabihities 
flo on: whic e estate was 
sold :_see Tats v. 5 wer (14 App. a < ot ee 

Buidance is to be obtained from the fact of the properties 
having formed part of such an estate, is it necessary that 
the purchaser claiming the benefit of the covenant should have 
known of it and have either expressly or impliedly bargained 
for it? Apparently not. ‘Where the purchasers from the 
common vendor have not known of the existence of the covenants, 
that,” it was said in Nottingham Patent Brick and Tile Co. v. Butler 
(15 Q. B. D., p. 269), “is a strong, if not a conclusive, circum- 
stance to shew that there was no intention that they should 
enure to their benefit.” But according to the recent judgment 
of Farwe.t, J., this goes too far, The knowledge of the pur- 
chaser is not an essential point. The matter depends on the 
intention of the original covenanting parties to be 

: yuap deed, and if the intention was that 
the benefit of the cove: should run with the land, then it will 
run, and the class of persons-who can take advantage of it will 
also be determined by the words used. In the present case the 
covenant expressly embraced purchasers from the covenantee of 
property adjoining that sold tothe covenantor. Stich persons, 
accordingly, Farwett, J., held to be entitled to enforce the 
covenant, and within this class Sir Jouw Mituats’ trustees came. 
It being further held that the proposed erection of flats would 
be a breach of the covenant, an injunction was granted. 













In AN INTERESTING paper read before the Bedfordshire 
Chamber of Agriculture recently, Mr. F. W. Bzcx, of Luton, 
called attention to the present state of the law—unsatisfactory 
certainly to farmers—in respect of the liability of railway com- 

anies for fires caused by sparks emitted from passing 
ocomotives. At the commencement of railway pipers mys the 
tendency was to impose liability on the company unless they 
could rebut the presumption of negligence arising from the 
occurrence of the fire. ‘The evidence,” said Trypan, O.J., in 
Piggott v. Great Eastern Counties Railway Co, (3 C. B., p. 240), 
“was abundantly sufficient to shew that the injury of which the 
plaintiff complains was caused by the emission of sparks or par- 
ticles of lighted coke, coming from one of the defendants’ engines, 
and there was no proof of any precaution adopted by the company 
to avoid such a mischance.” As to the nature of the precautions 
which the company ought to adopt, a strict test was laid down in 





1861 in Fremantle v. London and North-Western Railway Co. 
(2 F. & F,, p. 340): “The company in the construction of 
their engines were bound not on to employ all due care 
and all due skill for the prevention of mischief accruing 
to the property of others by the emission of sparks or gpy 
other cause, but they were bound to avail themselves of 
all the discoveries which science had put within their reach 
for that purpose, provided they were such as, under the circum- 
stances, it was reasonable to require them to adopt.” But strict 
though the test appears, its application requires that there 
shall be some means known to science of preventing the 
emission of sparks, and at the same time not interferi 
with the efficiency of the engine. Upon the existence 
such means doubt a to be thrown by the most 
recent case—namely, Karl of Shaftesbury v. London and South- 
Western Railway Co, (11 T. L. R. 126) which was tried before 
Lord Russztt, O.J., and a jury in 1894. The jury found that 
the fire was caused by “something from the engine,” and in 
answer to the question, ‘‘ Was there ay ee and if so, 
what?” they said, ‘‘If a spark-arrester been used upon 
the engine the danger would have been minimized.” The 
laintiff’s case was that the company had been wanting in care 
in using the engine with an Adam’s vortex blast without a grid 
or spark-arrester. The defendants’ case was that if a grid was 
the blast would have to be increased, and in consequence a 
larger number of smaller sparks would be emitted from 
the funnel (see judgment of Lord Esner, M.R., 11 
T. L. R. p. 270); and considerable expert evidence in 
favour of this view was given. Both Lord Russert and 
the Court of Appeal held, having regard to the 
expert evidence, that the answer of the jury did not amount 
to a verdict of negligence, and that the company, therefore, 
were not liable. It is ible that, as Mr. Bzcx contends, the 
burden of proving negligence has been shifted since 1846, and 
that whereas then it was for the company to rebut the pre- 
sumption against them caused by the happening of the fire, it is 
now for the plaintiff to prove affirmatively against them that 
they have not used the means available for preventing the fire. 
But, however this may be, it would seem that, until science has 
supplied railway companies with some means of preventing the 
danger without at the same time interfering with the working 
of the engines, the companies will escape we and the | 
unfortunate owners and cccupiers adjoining the land will have 
to suffer in the public interest. It may be a good cause to 
suffer in, but the farmers have legitimate cause to grumble. | 








In AN ARTICLE in the current number of the Contemporary 
Review Sir Epwarp Fry explains in some detail the provisions of 
the Secret Commissions Bill, which, he states, it is the intention 
of Lord Russzx1 to introduce again next session. The principle 
of the Bill is expressed in the word “ corruptly” as used in 
defining the offences at which it aims. These are—to use Sir 
Epwarb Fry’s statement—(1) The corruptly giving to an agent 
any valuable consideration ; (2) the corruptly offering the same 
to an agent; (3) the corruptly receiving of the same by an 
agent; and (4) the corruptly soliciting the same by an agent. 
It has been objected to the Bill that there is no definition in it 
of corruption, but Sir Epwarp Fry justifies the omission as well 
on the ground of the difficulty of the task as because it is 
inexpedient to define for the rogue the limits outside which he 
may safely work. ‘Corruption, like other kinds of fraud,” 
says the late Lord Justice, “is so.protean that it is almost 
impossible to define it; and to define is only to hel 
the knave to try to do something which is wicked, an 
yet fcr some reason or other does not fall clearly within the 
definition.” And in, “The most ingenious of scoundrels 
have never persuaded the courts to give a definition of fraud : 
the courts have always been ready to declare a particular trans- 
action to be or not to be fraudulent; but what constitutes fraud, 
or what is its precise definition, is a thing which the courts 
never have disclosed, and I hope never will.” The Bill, how- 
ever, gives a number of concrete instances of corruption which 
it is intended to hit, and, moreover, furnishes in clause 3 a 
somewhat involved statement of the circumstances under which 
a valuable consideration—in plain language a commission 
be deemed to have been corruptly given. Shortly, this is, when 
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it is given under such circumstances that the principal could 
recover it from the agent by reason of his fiduciary capacity. 
Sir Epwarp Fry justifies the provision on the ground that it 
defines the offence by reference to a well-known head of law. 
But at present it is a head of law under which only a civil 
remedy lies, and it is a serious matter to base criminal proceed- 
ings upon it. This, as well as other clauses, will require careful 
consideration before the Bill becomes law. 


Tue Acts relating to the sale of bread do not often come 
before the legal profession, and their stringent provisions are 
not widely known. Hence the case of London County Council v. 
Read, heard last week by Rrotey and Daruine, JJ., may come 
asa surprise to many. On a special case stated by London 
justices, the court decided that the respondent ought to have been 
convicted of the offence of selling bread otherwise than by 
weight. The statute upon which the question depends is the 
3 Geo. 4, c. cvi.; it applies only to the City of London and the 
area within ten miles of the Royal Exchange, and it enacts in 
unequivocal language that all bread shall be sold by weight, 
and that any baker or seller of bread who sells bread in any 
other manner than by weight is to forfeit and pay a sum not 
exceeding forty shillings. Similar provisions are applied to the 
sale of lL: ad outside the above limits by the 6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 37. 
Neither Act applies to ‘“‘ French or fancy bread or rolls.” 
In the recent case a bread-vendor had sold a ‘‘ twopenny loaf” 
of ordinary bread to a purchaser who asked for it by that 
description and paid the sum of 2d. for it. The loaf was not 
weighed nor did the seller make any representation as to its 
weight. It weighed, as a matter of fact, about 2 ozs. under 
2lbs. This the seller fully admitted, but he contended that he 
was not bound to sell any particular weight of bread unless asked 
todoso. The justices declined to convict him, but the Divisional 
Court took the opposite view—which indeed seems to be the 
only possible view of the effect of the statute. The two Acts 
have been considered by the courts on several occasions, the 
question most commonly raised having been whether a particular 
kind of bread came under the denomination of “ French” or 
“‘ fancy” bread: see V. V. Bread Co. v. Stubbs (74 L. T. N. S. 
704); Aerated Bread Co. v. Gregg (L. R. 8 Q. B. 355), Mill v. 
Browning (L. R. 5 Q. B, 453) and Williams v. Deggan (31 J. P. 
807) were more in point in the recent case; they clearly 
—— the proposition that ordinary bread cannot lawfully be 
sold except by weight. Breaches of this law must be common 
and the results of such breaches are not often serious, 


A curious point as to the effect of the “ order and disposition 
clause ” was decided by a Divisional Court (Riptey and Dartina, 
JJ.) in Sharman y. Mason. Section 44 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, provides, as is well known, that the property of a 
bankrupt divisible among his creditors shall include “all goods 
being, at the commencement of the bankruptcy, in the possession, 
order, or disposition of the bankrupt, in his trade or business, 
under such circumstances that he is the reputed owner thereof.” 
In the books there are some expressions which favour the 
notion that for goods to fall within this clause they must be 
such as the bankrupt has been allowed to have in his possession 
for the purpose of selling them as his own: see Whitfield 
v. Brand (16 M. & W., p. 286). But there appears to be 
no such restriction necessarily involved in the words, and it 


is not to be found in the judgments in Colonial Bank v. Whinney | P 


(30 Ch. D. 261), where the clause received a good deal of con- 
sideration. ‘I think,” said Corroy, L.J., in that case, ‘the 
true construction is that the goods must be in [the vapors hah 
order or disposition for the purposes of, or purposes connecte 

with, his trade or business.” In Sharman vy. Mason the bank- 
rupt had carried on business as a mantle-maker, and she had 
used in the business for the purpose of showing off dresses 
thirty-two stands which were the property of the plaintiff. 
These were claimed by the trustee in bankruptcy under the 
above clause, and, as the Divisional Court held, rightly. 
Adopting the above exposition of the clause, it could hardly be 
doubted that the stands were used for purposes connected with 
the business, although they were not intended for disposal in 
the business, and hence they passed to the trustee. 





COPYRIGHT IN REPORTS OF SPEECHES. 


Or recent years there has been a strong tendency to extend the 
benefit of the Copyright Act, 1842, to all kinds of literary pro- 
ductions, however remote they might be in matter and in style 
from the sort of composition which is ordinarily regarded as 
entitled to protection under the head of copyright. Directories 
and trade catalogues, provided original labour h een 
expended in preparing their contents, have been placed 
for this purpose on the same footing as the works of 
the poet, the historian, or the novelist. Even Stock Ex- 
change prices have received the protection (Hrchange Tele- 
graph Co. v. Gregory (1896, 1 Q. B-147)), and a man may so 
devote himself to the manipulation of railway time-tables as 
to secure copyright in the form in which he places them before 
the public: Leslie v. Young § Sons (1894, A. O. 335). To this 
no objection whatever can be taken. It is the business of the 
law to secure to the worker the fruits of his work, and when that 
work takes the form of the production of printed matter the 
principle is the same whether the matter is valuable from a 
literary point of view or whether it simply serves some 
commercial end. But in the case of Walter vy. Lane, in which 
the Court of Appeal (Linptzy, M.R., Jeunes, P., and Romer, 
L.J.) have just given judgment, a line has been drawn at reports 
of speeches. Here it is said there is no effort at composition, 
but simply the reproduction of the language of others; the 
reporter is not an author within the meaning of the Copyright 
Act, nor does he derive any title under the author; and the 
protection which is conceded so freely in all other directions is 
denied to him and to those who purchase his work from him. 

Undoubtedly the question raised in the case presents points 
of difficulty, but these were dealt with so satisfactorily in the 
judgment of Norru, J., that it is matter of regret the result at 
which he arrived has not been upheld. The subject of copy- 
right is one which was formerly much in controversy. ‘ Copy-( 

a id, ‘‘is the exclusive right of Taultiplying 
so 
in Chappell v. Purday, 14 M. +, p. 916). How far such a 
right existed at common law will be found elaborately 
argued in the cases of Millar v. Taylor (1769, 4 Burr. 
2303) and Donaldsons v. Becket (1774, ibid, 2408). It was 
admitted in the earlier of these cases that “by the common 
law an author is entitled to the copy of his own work wnéil it 
has been once printed and published by his authority, and Lord 
MANSFIELD was of opinion that the right equally existed after 
first publication. But before this discussion the Legislature had 
intervened to protect copyright, and in the second case it was 
decided by the House of Lords that whatever rights an author 
had at common law, they had been taken away by the copyright 
statute, 8 Anne, c. 19, and since that date such rights, after first 
publication, have depended upon the statute for the time being in 
force. They depend now, consequently, on the Act of 1842, 

The object of this statute is to protect ‘‘ authors” and persons 
deriving title under them, but the term ‘author ” is not expressly 
defined. It was considered more essential to define the word 
“ book,” and under section 2 this means “‘ every volume, part or 
division of avolume, pamphlet, sheet of lette: press, sheetof music, 
map, chart, or plan separately published.” Section 3 enacts 
that the copyright in every “book” as thus defined, published 
in the lifetime of its author, shall endure for the life 
of the author and for seven years after, and shall be the 
roperty of the author and his assigns; with provisoes that 
there shall bea minimum period of forty-two years, and that if 
the publication does not take place before the death of the} 
author, the forty-two years shall run from the date of publica- 
tion, and in such case the copyright is to be the property of the 
proprietor of the author’s manuscript and his assigns. Subse- 
quent sections further recognize that a distinction may exist 
between the author and the proprietor of the copyright, © 
but when the right is severed from authorship, it is” 
essential that the proprietor shall in some way derive his” 
title from the author.In the present case, therefore, the plaintiff, — 
the proprietor of the Zimes, who was suing for the alleged 
infringement by the defendant of his copyright in reports of 
speeches of Lord Roszsery which had appeared in that paper, © 
could only succeed on the ground that the reporter was al” 
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“author.” The actual author of the speech was undoubtedly 
Lord Rosesery, but there was no — that any exclusive 
right Pay: —— of rg = Rp Peasy derived from 
him. e speech was given to the world and, as a 

eal The reno OE tine Fines aaseoeanile rested on 
the assumption that the reporter was himself an “‘ author,” and 
that the report of the speech as produced by him was the subject 
of copyright under the statute. 

Mr. Justice Norrn decided the case upon the ground 
that there is a difference between a speech and the 
report of a speech, and that a person who has no exclusive 
right in the speech itself may well have a copyright in 
his report. He justified the distinction upon what seems the 
safe argument that the report is the subject of independent 
literary labour. A speech, he pointed out, provided rt is not 
read from manuscript, is necessarily evanescent. It is the 
business of the reporter to give it permanent form and make it 
available for persons who were not present at the meeting 
where it was delivered. This is a task which involves at once 
education and skill. In an affidavit used in the course of the 
trial the nature of the reporter’s work was stated as follows by 
a reporter on the staff of the 7imes: ‘‘In the course of our duty 
the reporters of the Zimes have to exercise their judgment and 
skill so as to represent in a form fit for publication the features 
of the meetings and the material parts of and the sense of the 
speeches made at them. This involves considerable skill and 
labour. Notes of the proceedings and speeches are taken in 
shorthand, which are afterwards carefully corrected and revised, 
and written out and punctuated fit for publication.” 

The answer of the Court of Appeal is, that the labour, how- 
ever meritorious, and however worthy of protection, is not the 
kind of labour which the Legislature intended to protect by 
means of the Copyright Act. A condition for protection under 


| that Act is that the author shall compose his work, and a re- 


porter who aims at reproducing with verbal accuracy the words of 
another man cannot in any sense be said to compose the speech upon 
which heworks. But though it is a usual form of words to speak of 
the Act of 1842 as being intended to protect literary compositions— 
see, for instance, the judgments in the Court of Appeal in Chilton v. 
Progress Publishing Co, (1895, 2 Ch. 29), where the publication 
of Sporting Tips was not allowed protection under this head, and 
though the Act itself uses the word ‘‘ compose” (see section 18), yet 
there seems to be no necessity to narrow the meaning of the Act 
by reference to the sort of literary product which most usually 
calls for protection under it. Upon a strict reading of the Act 
its scope might have been materially cut down. The preamble 
recites that ‘it is expedient to amend the law of copyright and 
to afford greater encouragement to the production of Tene 
works of lasting benefit tothe world.” But these high-sounding 
words, which represented accurately rey oe the ideas of the 
distinguished men who promoted the Act, have not, as we have 
already noticed, been a guide to its interpretation. The 
eel of the Act is not to protect literary excellence, but 
iterary work, and under literary work it seems perfectly easy 
to include a report of a speech. For the present, however, the 
Court of Appeal have settled the law otherwise. 





TWO VIEWS OF A RECENT EXTENSION OF THE 


RULE AGAINST PERPETUITIES. 
I 


Ix the recent case of Re The Trustees of Hollis’s Hospital and 
Hague’s Contract (47 W. R. 691; 1899, 2 Ch. 540), the facts 
were that one Tuomas Hortis conveyed lands by lease and 
release, in the year 1726, to the use of trustees upon certain 
charitable trusts, subject to a proviso that if they should ever 
be converted to any other p they should revert to his 
heirs. The present trustees had entered into a contract to sell 
some of these lands to Hacuz, and we presume that this was 
done under section 24 of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853. 
One of the trustees, named Antnony, who was not a 
to the contract, then gave notice to Hacus that he claimed to be 
the heir-at-law of Tuomas Hoxzis, and called attention to the 
proviso in the release of 1726. Haavex thereupon took out a 





y | indefinite, however courts of justice may at 


summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, asking whether 
a good title could be made; and at the hearing of this summons 
Antnony appeared by a separate counsel and took no part in 
the argument beyond protesting that he could not be bound by 
any order made upon the summons. The first point then 
argued was whether the proviso in the release was a chifting use 
or a common law condition, and Mr. Justice Byrnz took th 

latter view. 
on Real Property (2nd ed., pp. 174-6), whether common law 


conditions are subject to any restriction in point of time.. 


The learned judge held that they are, and that the condition in 
question was obnoxious to the rule against perpetuities. This 
holding, of course, means that the —- of such a condition 
must be limited to lives in being and twenty-one years, allowing 
for the further period of gestation when it exists. 

It is noticeable that no reliance was placed on the fact that 
the limitations upon which the condition was expressed to be 
imposed were for charitable purposes, and that the condition of 
reverter was only to operate in the event of the land bei 
converted to other p There are a os number 0: 
Acts of Parliament authorizing conveyances of land to be made 
for various charitable purposes, anid expressly enacting that, 
when a conveyance is made under the powers so given, the land 
shall revert to the former uses, if it ceases to be used for the 
purpose named (see 4 & 5 Vict. c, 112 and 7 & 8 Vict. c. 34, as 
to schools; 17 & 18 Vict. c. 112, as to literary and scientific 
institutions; and 36 & 37 Vict. c. 50 and 45 & 46 Vict. c. 21, 
s. 2, as to places of — ministers’ houses, and burial 
agg Furthermore in Randell v. Dizon (1888, 38 Ch. D. 213), 

r. Justice Norra had before him a case of a legacy the in- 
come of which was directed to be paid to the incumbent for the 
time being of a certain church, with a condition that if any such 
incumbent should ever charge any pew rents the legacy should 
revert to the estate of the testatrix. The learned judge con- 
sidered that such a condition might be imposed without any 
limit in point of time, and based his decision upon the case of 
Walsh v. Secretary of State for India (1862, 10 H. L. O. 367), 
In the last-mentioned case five lacs of rupees had been settled 
as a pension fund by Lord Crive in 1770, with the condition 
that, if the East India Company should ever cease to employ a 
military force, the sum of five lacs should be repaid to Lord 
Curve or his representatives, subject to any existing pensions. 
In 1858 the East India mare ceased to employ a military 
force in consequence of an Act of Parliament transferring their 
rights to the Crown. The representatives of Lord Cxive there- 
upon claimed the money and were adjudged entitled to it. 

It might well be held that a common law condition should be 
restricted to the ordi limits in the case of private gifts, but 
that charitable dispositions should be subject to another rule. 
Charities are themselves exceptions out of the rules of remote- 
ness and a condition shifting property from one charity to 
another has been held to be effectual although unrestricted in 
point of time: Christ’s Hospital v. a (1849, 1 M, & G. 
460, affirming 16 Sim. 83). It does not follow, therefore, that 
conditions annexed to charitable gifts and private gifts should 
be subject to the same rules on the question of remoteness. 


II. 


The decision of Byrnz, J., in the recent case of Trustees of 
Hollis’s Hospital and Hague’s Contract is a striking example of 
the way in which the law can be altered by judicial legislation. 
The decision makes common law conditions subject to a restric- 
tion (the rule against perpetuities) to which they were certainly 
not subject at common law. 

There was no rule against tuities at common law. That 
was the unanimous opinion, in 1832, of Lord Oamrsety, W. H. 
Trynzy, Lewis Duvat, Jonn Hopason, Samvet Dockworts, 
P. B. Broprz, and Jonw Tyrrewt. “The ancient common law 
did not restrain the creation of future interests to a given period. 
The time allowed for re-entries under conditions broken, and for 
grants of rent-charges, or other incorporeal hereditaments, com- 
mencing i futwro, and for creating the interesse termini, was 

meget disposed 
to consider them within that policy of the law which restrains 
perpetuities. Sir Epwarp Ooxz y says, ‘ It I enfeofft 





another of an acre of ground, upon condition that if mine 


This opened the question, discussed in Challis” 
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heir shall pay the feoffee, &c., twenty shillings, he and | procedure is a fairly adequate guide for the promoters of these unde 


his heirs shall enter, this condition is good.’ We know of no 
bounds originally fixed by the common law within which 
interests of these kinds were restrained ; and it is a mistake to 
suppose that at the common law, properly so called, there was 
any rule against perpetuities ” (Third Report of Real Property 
Commissioners, p. 29). 

But there were rules of the common law which either 
directly or indirectly made it impossible to tie up land 
beyond reasonable limits. One of these was the rule 
that a contingent remainder could at any time be 
destroyed by feoffment, fine or recovery, and that it failed 
unless it vested before the determination of the particular estate. 
Another was the rule that land cannot be limited to an unborn 

erson for life with remainder to his issue: Whitby v. Mitchell 
44 Ch. D. 85). These rules prevented any need being felt for 
a definite rule against perpetuities, because their practical effect 
was that land could not be tied up beyond the maximum period 
during which an entail remains unbarrable—namely, a life or 
lives in being and the minority of a tenant in tail. 

It was not until the seventeenth century that the danger of 
allowing future estates and interests to be created by means 
uuknown to the common law was felt, and the rule against 
” etuities was devised by the judges to avert this danger. 
n framing the rule they followed the analogy of the common 
law, which did not allow land to be made inalienable beyond a 
life or lives in being and twenty-one years afterwards. This 
was a perfectly justifiable piece of legislation on the part of the 
judges, because they had to adapt an existing rule to new 
circumstances, but it may safely be said that no one would have 
been more surprised than Lord Norrincuam and the judges 
who followed him if it had been suggested that the new rule 
which they laid down had any application to common law estates 
and interests. 

The Real Property Commissioners, although of opinion that 
common law conditions are not within the rule against per- 
petuities, thought that they ought to be made subject to it, and 
they advised that an Act of Parliament should be passed, 
including, among other enactments, a provision to that effect. 
It is singular that, more than sixty years after this reeoommenda- 
tion was made, it should be left to a judge to make an alteration 
in the law which the Legislature lacked either time or inclina- 
tion to effect. 





REVIEWS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY. 


THE Empioyers’ Liapiiry Act, 1880, AND THE WoRKMEN’S 
CoMPENSATION Act, 1897; wiTH THE STaTUTES RELATING TO 
THESE ACTS, THE RULES OF PROCEDURE THEREUNDER, AND 
Forms. By AtFrreD Henry Rveca, Q.C. Fourtu EpITion. 
Butterworth & Co. 


The appearance of a new and considerably enlarged edition of this 
work is by no means surprising. The new matter which it contains 
is largely due to the mass of reported decisions on the Act of 1897. 
Few—perhaps no one except the authors of that Act—will dispute 
the statement in the preface to this book, that ‘‘ the novel principle 
upon which the new Act is founded and the extreme vagueness of 
the wording have led to almost numberless difficulties in its 
interpretation.” A book in which the results of a year’s work of the 
Court of Appeal upon that interpretation are accurately recorded 
cannot fail to be acceptable, especially if, as is the case with Mr. 
Ruegg’s book, the decisions are well arranged in their proper places. 
The Act of 1880 is separately dealt with, and the whole subject of 
employers’ liability is logically, accurately, and completely treated. 
The book leaves nothing to be desired. 





LIGHT RAILWAYS. 

Tne Licut Ramways Act, 1896, WITH THE RULES OF THE BoARD 
OF TRADE, Licut Rattways (Costs) RULES, AND THE INCORPO- 
RATED Acts, wiTH NoTes AND INDEX. By Evans AUSTIN, 
Barrister-at-Law. SEconp Epition. Reeves & Turner. 

This work professes to be a handbook only, but notwithstanding its 


small compass, it is a tolerably complete treatise on the subject of 
light railways. The Act itself is carefully annotated ; the introduc- 


tion gives a useful summary of its provisions, and the chapter on 





| 








takings. The ye contain the text of the rules made unde 
the Act and of the Acts incorporated with or referred to in th 
prineipal Act. The book is well printed, and both in its matter ar 
style reflects credit on those who are responsible for its production. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
DAGLISH v. BARTON. No.1. 4th Nov. 


Pracrice—ApprpEaAL—Covurt or AprEAL—APPLICATION TO Divisionat Court 
AFTER TRIAL BEFORE OrrictAL RereREE—JupicaTure Act, 1894, s. 1, 
SUB-SECTION 5, 

This was an appeal by the plaintiff from an order of a Divisional Court 
(Darling and Phillimore, JJ.) directing that part of an action which had 
been tried before an official referee should be remitted to the official 
referee. The defendant took the preliminary objection that no oe lay 
to the Court of Appeal. By section 1, sub-section 5, of the Judicature 
Act, 1894, ‘‘ In all cases where there is a right of appeal to the High Court 
from any court or person, the appeal shall be heard and determined by a 
Divisional Court constituted as may be prescribed by rules of court; and 
the determination thereof by the Divisional Court shall be final, unless 
leave to appeal is given by that court or by the Court of Appeal.’ 

Tur Court (A. L. Smrra and Vavenan Wiiuiams, L.JJ.) upheld the 
preliminary objection. 

A. L. Smrrn, L.J., said that the case was tried before an official referee, 
and the defendant, thinking that the official referee had not dealt with the 
counterclaim correctly, applied to the Divisional Court to have the matter 
put right. In his opinion that application to the Divisional Court was an 
appeal to the High Sount, and the defendant had a right so to appeal to 
the High Court. Section 1, sub-section 5, of the Judicature Act, 1894, 
therefore applied, and there was no appeal to this court. 

Vaueuan Wiiurams, L.J., agreed, though with some doubt.—CovnsgL, 
Bray, Q.C.,and Edward Bray; F. A. Greer. So.icrrors, Harper § Battcock ; 
Maples, Teesdale, § Co., for Oppenheim § Malkin, St. Helens. 


[Reported by F. G. Ruckex, Barrister-at-Law. | 





THOMAS v. SUTTERS. No. 2. Ist Nov. he 


Loca Government—Covunty Counc — Byz-Ltaw — Vatipitry— Locat 
Government Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 41), 8. 16—Municreat Cor- 
poRATIONS Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 50), s. 23—Merropouiran SrResrs 
Act, 1867 (80 & 31 Vicr. c. 134), s. 23. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. The real question 
involved was the validity of one of the bye-laws of the London County 
Council. The bye-law in question, which came into force on the 1st of 
October, 1898, provides that “‘no person shall frequent and use any street 
or other public place,on behalf either of himself or any other person, for 
the purpose of bookmaking, or betting, or wagering, or agreeing to bet or 
wager, with any person, or paying, or receiving, or settling bets.” The 
validity of this bye-law was upheld by a Divisional Court in White v. 
Morley (47 W. RB. 583 ; 1899, 2 Q. B. 34), and the present appeal was really 
from that decision. ‘The action was in form one for the dissolution 
of a partnership between the plaintiff and the defendant, and the — 
of the usual accounts. The defence was that the partnership was form 
for, and that its principal business was, the carrying on of betting tram- 
sactions in streets and public places within the county of London, and 
that, in the course of that business, both the plaintiff and the defendant 
necessarily frequented and used the said streets and public places for the” 
purpose of betting and of paying and receiving payments of bets. In 
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these circumstances the defendent submitted that, by reason of the 
bye-law, the partnership was illegal. Section 23 of the Municipal Cor- 
tions Act, 1882, which by section 16 of the Local Government Act, 
T388, is made applicable to county councils, provides that ‘‘ the council 
may from time to time make such bye-laws as to them seem meet for the 
good rule and government of the borough.” The bye-law in question 
urported to have been made under these rections. Kekewich, J., held 
that the bye-law was valid. The plaintiff appealed. 
Tur Covrr (Lixviey, M.R., Jeune, P., and Romer, L.J.) dismissed the 


appeal. 

Picea. M.R.—This case does not present any difficulty. I agree that 
in considering the + age of any bye-law regard must be had to the 
power given to make it. this case the power depends on section 23 of 
the Act of 1882, which enables the council to make bye-laws ‘‘for the 
good rule and government’’ of the county. I can see no reason why we 
are to limit that Act, and not give it its true effect. If authority is 
wanted we have it in the case of White v. Morley. It is said that the bye- 
law is unreasonable or objectionable. The important words in the bye-law 
are ‘‘ frequenting and using for the purpose’? of bookmaking and 
betting. It does not prevent any two persons while walking down 
the street making a bet, but it does prevent them from frequent- 
ing or using the streets for the purpose of betting. The cases of 
White v. Morley and Burnett v. Berry (44 W. BR. 512; 1896, 1 Q. B. 641) 
are in favour of the bye-law, and the court is asked to overrule 
them. It has been argued that Parliament has by section 23 
of the Metropolitan Streets Act, 1867, dealt with the subject of 
betting and that no bye-law could deal with it further except 
for the purpose of better carrying out the Act. Reliance was placed on 
some words used by me in Strickland v. Hayes (44 W. R. 398 ; 1896, 1 Q. B. 
190). In that case the bye-law was hopelessly bad, but we had to consider 
whether it could not be amended by striking out some words, and we 
thought it could not because it was not limited to causing annoyance. 
The principle of Strickland v. Hayes, to my mind, is obvious. In the 
Metropolitan Streets Act, 1867, Parliament was dealing with street traffic. 
It is true that section 23 provides that if three people assemble for the 
purpose of betting they are obstructing the street. But I decline to say 
that because there is this provision in existence, the county council cannot 
prevent betting in the streets even when there is no obstruction. I 
cannot eee why this bye-law cannot be reasonably construed as made for 
the good rule and government of the locality. 

Jeune, P., and Romer, L.J., delivered judgments to the same effect.— 
Counset, Joseph Walton, Q.C., and Stutfield; A. T. Lawrence, Q.C., and 
Cautley. Soxicrrors, Lewis § Lewis; C. B. Peachey. 


[Reported by J. I. Stintina, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re SEARIGHT. BELL v. SEARIGHT. Stirling, J. 2nd Nov. 


Writ—Construction—Accrvuer—“‘ Sam SHareE Wueruer ORIGINAL oR 
Accrurna.”’ 


Originating summons under liberty in main action to take directions. 
By his will dated the 27th of April, 1887, James Searight bequeathed an 
appropriated fund over which his wife had a power of appointment (which 
the in fact exercised), in default the unappointed part to sink into the 
residuary estate, which the testator directed to be held “‘ upon trust for all 
my children living at my decease who as to sons shall attain the 
age of twenty-one years or as to daughters shall attain that 
or marry in equal shares as tenants in common, subject nevertheless 
to the trusts hereinafter declared concerning the same shares respectively.” 
The trusts of daughter’s shares comprised income to daughter for 
life, with power to appoint the fund amongst issue, and subject thereto 
trusts for daughter’s children, sons at twenty-one and daughters at twenty- 
one or marriage with consent, the will then continuing “ and if as to any 
of my said daughters there shall be no child who being a son shall attain 
the age of twenty-one years, or being a daughter shall attain that age or 
marry under that age with such consent as aforesaid, then subject and 
without prejudice to the trusts aforesaid the share of such my daughter, 
or so much thereof as shall not have become vested or applied under an: 
of the trusts or powers herein contained, shall be held in trust for oath 
person or persons as under the statutes for the distribution of the effects 
of intestates would become entitled thereto at the decease of such daughter 
intestate and without having been married.” There followed “ analogous 
trusts ” for son’s shares, and (in the terms cited below in his lordship’s 
judgment) a power to sons and daughters by will with consent of trustees 
to appoint half the ‘‘ income of his or her said share whether original or 
accruing,’’ for wife or husband. By a codicil the testator gave additional 
sums to be held upon like trusts as the shares given under his will in 
favour of his daughters and their respective issue and statutory next-of- 
kin. For different persons, claiming to be absolutely entitled as next-of- 
kin to proportions of the share of a deceased daughter dying without issue, 
it was submitted that there must be very clear wo to put the 
trusts into force as under the settlement, instead of paying over 
the money as an absolute gift. All the material wo applied 
only to the shares given in the will. The words “income of tis or 
her said share whether original or accruing”? must be disregarded as a 
meaningless piece of common form imported by a drafteman’s error. By 
the words ‘‘ said share’’ the testator means “‘equal share as tenant in 
common”: Gibbons v. Langdon (6 Sim. 260), Theo on Wills, p. 537. For 
the persons interested under the residuary gift, it was contended that there 
was an accruer under this will to persone designate, whether you call it a 


Sriziixc, J.—In this case a question arises by reason of the testator 
having used in a particular clause of the will language which does not 
strictly apply to we ger in it. (His loréship then read the material 
pees e will, and, after pointing out that in respect of both sons’ and 

aughters’ shares the testator declared an ultimate trust for statutory next- 
of-kin who would take absolutely, continued :] Then come the words 
which create the difficulty—viz., ‘‘ but notwithstanding the trusts herein- 
before declared it shall be lawful for each of my said sons or daughters by 
will . . . to appoint any part not exceeding one-half of the dividends, 
interest, and income of his or her said share, whether or accruing 
to or upon such trusts, in favour of his or her wife or husband for 
her or his life as he or she may think proper.”” Now, the language 
does shew that the testator contemplated that the share which came 
to a son or daughter — mae ace in two ways— by 
original gift and subsequently. The erence to be drawn from 
that is that the share which a son or daughter might take as next- 
of-kin was to be settled in the same way as a share given by the 
will. Now that is not what is generally understood as an ing share. 
There is nothing in the will to which “accruing” in strict sense applies. 
A possible view is that it may be applicable to a share which a son or 
daughter might take as next-of-kin. The present case is one where there 
is a clear gift, which is not to be cut down by uncertain or ambiguous 
words. ere will be a declaration that the age and other persons 
entitled as next-of-kin of the deceased daughter of the testator to her 
share in the residue are entitled to their proportions of such share 
absolutely.—Counset, Ashton Cross, Whinney ; Ingle Joyce; G. Lawrence. 
Soricrrors, Vallance § Vallance ; Monro, Slack, § Co; Hollams, Sons, Coward, 
§ Hawksley. 

[Reported by W. H. Drapzr, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re PAWLEY AND THE LONDON AND PROVINCIAL BANK (LIM,) 
CONTRACT. Kekewich, J. 28th Oct. and 3rd Nov. 


Vrenpor AND PurcHassr—Freenotps—Sate sy Execurors—Exrovror 
Namep sut Nor Provinc—Concurrence—Disciammer—Lanp TRANSFER 
Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 65), Part I. 


Vendor and purchaser summons. This was a summons by the vendors 
ander a contract of the 9th of June, 1899,’for the sale of certain freehold 
land at Sydenham, Kent. The vendors were two of the executors named in 
the will of Charles Pawley, who died on the 7th of July, 1898. A third /1 
executor was named in the said will, but the vendors alone proved the 
will, power to prove being reserved to the third executor, who was resident 
in India, but he had neither proved the will nor disclaimed the trusts 
thereof. The will contained the following provision: “‘If any of them 
(t.e., the executors) Shall be absent from Eng at the time of my death, he or 
she shall be at liberty to prove my will on his or her return to this country 
and all the powers and trusts hereby given to my trustees may be exercised 
by such of them as for the time being may have proved my will.” The 
respondents were the purchasers under the said contract, and they required 
either the concurrence in the deed of conveyance of the executor 
named in the will, or a disclaimer of the trusts thereof by him. The // 
vendors accordingly took out this summons asking for a declaration that |} 
they had power to convey the property without obtaining any such con- 
currence or disclaimer. 

Kexewicn, J.—To allow the objection of the purchaser is to givea 
limited and perhaps a narrow construction to those sections of the Land 
Transfer Act, 1897, which constitute a real representative. Nevertheless 
it is right to construe an Act of Parliament strictly, and in dealing with 
real property especially to stand on the old ways. The absence of one of 
two or more executors, or his inability from illness or other cause to 
immediately prove the will, is an event of common occurrence, 
and the difficulties and delays caused — are familiar to practi- 
tioners. The Act of 1897 might, therefore, have conveniently 
provided, as was provided by the National Debt Act, 1870, that the 
executors who had proved the will should be the only necessary . 
parties to a transfer. But the omission thus = to provide 
supports the proposition that by the term “‘ his personal representatives,’’ 
used in the first and other sections of the Act, those filling that character 
were intended to be described irrespectively of the question whether they 
had obtained a grant of probate or not. It is common knowl that an 
executor derives his title from the will, and not from the grant o: te, 
and that he can, in his representative character, do many things, including 
the transfer of chattels real, notwithstanding that he not proved the 
will. According to the first section of the Act real estate becomes, on the 
death of a testator and notwithstanding his testamentary disposition, 
in his personal representatives as if it were a chattel real vested in them ; 
and, having regard to what has just been said, there is, to my mind, 
insuperable difficulty in holding that it vests only in the executors who 
have proved to the exclusion of those who have not proved, unless, of 
course, the latter have by renunciation or otherwiee made it impossible for 
them to obtain a grant of probate. If this view be sound, the proviso to 
eection 2, sub-section 2, occasions no difficulty. Indeed, that sub-section 
is in entire harmony with the others on the above construction. Observe 
that it repeats the phrase “‘ as if it were a chattel real vesting in them” 
used in section 1, and therefore, of course, treats all the powers of 

rsonal representatives over chattels real as applicable without more to 
Freeholds vested in them under the Act. This makes perfectly intelli- 
gible the proviso prohibiting the sale by some or one o of 
several joint personal representatives w otherwise would ve 
been possible, notwithstan: lack of probate by him or them. There 
no need to examine an; uent provisions of the Act. Reference was 
also made to rules 128 and 129, about which I will only say that, though 
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strict accruer or not : Re Jarman’s Trusts (1 Eq. 71). 


apparently framed in accordance with the views already ey they 


cannot, in my opinion, be looked at on the point of constr The 
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vendor makes a second point in support of his title. He says tbat 
the express direction at the end of the will empowers the proving 
executors to sell. This, in my judgment, is so, the words being 
perfectly plain. But that does not get over the difficulty, the 
uestion being whether they can pass the legal estate, and if 
that be under the Act vested in the three, it cannot by virtue of 
this direction be transferred by two only. I suggested during the 
argument that this power might be used by the application of the Trustee 
Act, and although the suggestion was not further pursued I do not at 
present see the answer to it in point of law. On the other hand it would 
not be possible to perfect the conveyance by this method without service 
of process on the non-proving executor in India, and if that be necessary, 
no time or expense would be saved, and it would be better at once to 
obtain his execution of the conveyance. I must therefore uphold the 
purchasers’ objection to the title.—Counsrn, P. 0. Lawrence, Q.C., and 
Perey Wheelir ; Warrington, Q.C., and R. M. Pattisson. Soxtcrrors, Sandom, 
Kersey, § Knight ; Newton, Lewin, § Levett. 
{Reported by R. J. A. Morrisox, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL ». THE URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL OF 
HANWELL. Kekewich, J. 2nd Nov. 


Locat Government—Sanitary Avtuorrry—Lanps Acaurrep ror Par- 
TIcuLAR Purrose—User ror Dirrerent Pvurrose—OrDER OF THE 
Loca Government Boarp—Jvrispiction—Pvusiic Heartn Act, 1875 
(38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55), 8. 175. 

In 1883 the sanitary authority for the district of Hanwell purchased 
from the Earl of Jersey a piece of his land in the parish of Hanwell of 
about twelve acres for the disposal of the sewage of the parish of Hanwell 
under the powers conferred on them by the Public Health Act, 1875, 
ss. 175 aud 176. The purchase was duly sanctioned for this purpose by 
the Local Government Board. In 1896 the sanitary authority proposed 
to erect on a part of the land consisting of about two acres a hospital for 
infectious diseases other than small-pox, and, having applied to the 
Local Government Board under section 175 of the Public Health Act, 1875, 
obtained from the board on the 3rd of April, 1897, an order that the two 
acres should be retained by the sanitary authority for the erection of the 
hospital. This was an action by the Earl of Jersey at the relation of the 
Attorney-General for an injunction to restrain the sanitary authority, the 
Hanwell Urban District Council, from erecting the proposed hospital on 
the land or from using any part of the land for the site of any such 
hospital so as to be a nuisance to the plaintiff or his tenants or his 
adjoining property. The plaintiff alleged that the defendants had no 
power to use any part of the land for any other purposes than that for 
which it was purchased. The defendants relied on the order they had 
obtained from the Local Government Board. 

Kexewicu, J.-The principle on which one approaches a case of this 
kind is that no public body can properly acquire land for the purposes 
sanctioned and then devote that land to purposes which are not 
sanctioned. The principle is that public bodies are authorized to buy 
land for particular purposes. So far as land is not wanted for those 
particular purposes it is land which in one sense they ought not to hold. 
Whether this sanitary authority hold this land under the Lands Clauses 
Consolidation Act as superfluous land or whether they hold it under the 
Public Health Act, 1875, with a direction to sell is immaterial—it is not 
their land. They have not got the fee simple freed from all charges, 
incumbrances, and limitations. They hold it only for certain purposes. 
The question therefore resolves itself into this: Can this particular 
public body be said to hold this particular land for the purpose of 
applying it as the site of an hospital. If they have not that power, 
if that is not within their ownership, the result is that they are 
proposing to use the property for purposes for which they are 
not authorized to use it, and on application by proper persons 
they must be restrained. The question as put by the defendants really 
depends on the Public Health Act, 1875, s. 175. They acquired the 
land originally with perfect propriety for sewage purposes. The section 
says that any local authority may, for the purposes and subject to the pro- 
visions of this Act, purchase or take on lease, sell, or exchange any lands, 
and it goes on: ‘* Any lands acquired by a local authority in pursuance of 
any powers in this Act contained and not required by the purpose for 
which they were acquired shall (unless the Local Government Board other- 
wise direct) be sold. . . .” ‘* Not required’? does not mean not 
required at any particular moment, but means will never be and cannot 
possibly be required for the particular purpose. You must ascertain—a 
very difficult thing to do—that the land absolutely is not required for 
the purpose for which it has been acquired. Unless you arrive 
at that you cannot apply the section at all. What is to happen 
then? The land is to be sold unless the Local Government Board other- 
wise direct. Mr. Warrington argues that the Local Government Board 
may not merely direct the local authority not to sell, but may at the same 
time direct it to apply the land for other purposes. That seems introducing 
words which certainly are not in the section. I see no reason for con- 
cluding that because the Local Government Board have a discretion to say 
that land not required, however conclusively it may have been ascertained 
that it is not required, shall not be sold, therefore it is empowered to say 
that the land shall be applied to purposes other than that for which the 
land was originally required. Then one is met by the order of the Local 
Government Board, but if I am right in my construction of this section 
there is not the slightest jurisdiction on the part of the Local Government 
Board to mske any such order as this, giving the local authority a new 
power entirely alien to the purpose for which the land was acquired, 
and on my construction of the section entirely unauthorized. But 
it is said that section 295 of the Public Health Act provides “ all 





orders made by the Local Government Board shall be binding and con- 
clusive in respect of the matters to which they refer.’’ Yes, but that will 
not prevent the court from considering the question of jurisdiction, It 
cannot be that an order made without jurisdiction shall be held conclusive 
in a court of justice. If it could properly be made, then no doubt it 
would, under section 295, be conclusive. The courts have held in more 
than one instance, and, in particular, Romer, J., in the case of Attorney- 
General v. Teddington Urban Council (46 W. R. 88; 1898, 1 Ch. 66), that land 
acquired for particulaf purposes must not be devoted to any purpose 
permanently inconsistent with the purposes for which it has been acquired, 
though it also appears that the court will be liberal in construing the pur- 
poses for which land has been acquired. But Romer, J., held, and it seems 
to me clear, that the local authority is not justified without further 
order in devoting land acquired for particular purposes to purposes 
which are not merely alien to the original purpose but will permanently 
interfere with them. Building a hospital is permanently inconsistent with 
the use of this land for sewage purposes. The result is, therefore, that 
this local authority is, without any order on which it can properly rest, 
endeavouring to use this land for purposes for which it was not originally 
acquired, and that it has no authority to do. His lordship granted an 
injunction restraining the defendants from u:ing the land as the site of an 
hospital for infectious diseases other than small-pox.—CovunseL, Renshaw, 
Q.C., and Howard Wright ; Warrington,Q.C , and F. Stallard. Souxtcrrors, 
Freshfields ¢ Williams; Warren S. James. 


[Reported by C. C. Hensxey, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
SHARMAN v. MASON. Div. Court. 2nd Nov. 


Ownersu1p—Bankrvuptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 
Vict. c. 52), s. 44 (iii.). 

This was an appeal from the decision of the judge of the Mayor’s Court 
giving judgment for the defendant in an action brought by the plaintiff to 
recover thirty-two mantle-stands used in the business of a mantle 
dealer, or for damages for their conversion. The defendant was the 
trustee in bankruptcy of the mantle dealer, and pleaded that the 
stands were at the commencement of the bankruptcy in the reputed 
ownership of the bankrupt within section 44 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883. The facts were as follows: The plaintiff had lent the 
stands to his brother to enable him to set up business as a mantle 
maker. ‘The brother afterwards sold the business to Mrs. Wright, 
the mantle dealer, he himself becoming the manager of the business. 
Upon the adjudication of Mrs. Wright as a bankrupt, the defendant took 
possession of the stands. The plaintiff, in his evidence, said that he 
knew that Mrs. Wright was using the stands in her business. The jury 
were asked whether, in the words of section 44, the stands were ‘‘ in the 
possession, order, and disposition of the bankrupt in her trade or business 
by the consent and permission of the true owner under such circumstances 
that she was the reputed owner thereof,’’ and answered in the affirmative. 
The plaintiff appealed. It was contended on behalf of the plaintiff that 
the question whether the stands were in the possession of the bankrupt 
under such circumstances that she was the reputed owner thereof was a 
question of law, and that as it was not in her power to sell or pledge or 
otherwise obtain credit for them, but they were simply lent to her, she was 
not in law the reputed owner: Colonial Bank v. Whinney (11 App. Cas. = 
Whitfield v. Brand (16 M. & W. 282) ; Mace v. Cadell (Cowp. 232). On behalf 
of the defendant, it was contended that the question of reputed owner- 
ship was a question of fact: Re Watkins (L. R. 8 Ch. 520). It was also 
contended that that trader’s power to dispose of the goods was unim- 
portant, and that it was sufficient if the goods were connected with his 
trade or business (Ex parte Ford (1 Ch. D. 521) ), and, if that were so, unless 
there was a notorious custom to leave goods on a trader’s premises which 
were not his goods they would be in his reputed ownership: Thackthwaitev. 
Cock (3 Taunt. 487), Priestley v. Pratt (L. R. 2 Ex. 101). 

Tue Court (Riptey and Dartina, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Ruwizy, J., in a written judgment, said that the question was whether 
these stands, used for the exhibition of goods for sale, but not being a 
part of the goods for sale, were goods in the order and disposition 
of the bankrupt within the meaning of section 44 (iii.) of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1883. ‘The words of that section had been the subject of 
judicial construction more than once: see Te Jenkinson (15 Q. B. D. 44) 
and Colonial Bank v. Whinney (30 Ch. D. 261). In the last-mentioned case 
the decision was that, as the custom of the firm was to buy shares out of 
the partnership money and use them for the partnership business, and as 
those shares were intended to be so used, they were within the order and 
disposition of the bankrupt within the meaning of the statute. The 
stands, though in u different way, were quite as much connected with the 
trade or business of the bankrupt as were the shares in the Colonial Bank 
case. There was evidence on which the jury might properly find as 
they did. 

Darina, J., said that it was sufficient to bring the goods within the 
terms of the section if they were in the possession of the bankrupt in his 
trade or business, although they were not in his disposition therein in the 
sense that they were such things as he sold in his trade. The words 
‘¢ order or disposition ’’ seemed necessary to enlarge the word ‘‘ possession’ 
so as to include something beyond visible occupation by a reputed owner. 
The language used by Cotton, L.J., in Colonial Bank ¥. Whinney would 
cover goods much less directly connected with the bankrupt’s trade than 
were the goods in question. Lindley, L.J., construed the words of 
section 44 as meaning “not merely visibly employed in his trade or 
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business, but acquired for the purposes of the business and used for those 
purposes.’’—CovunsgL, Jelf, Q.C., and Cranstoun ; Danckwerts. Souicrrors, 
S. S. Seal; C. Butcher. 

[Reported by C. G. Witpranam, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL v. READ. Div. Court. 3rd Nov. 
Brean, Sate or, OTHERWISE THAN BY Wertcnt—3 Gao. 4, o. 106, s. 4. 
Care stated by two justices of the peace for the County of London 

sitting at Kensington. On the 21st of March, 1899, a summons upon 
complaint made by H. ©. Strugnell, an_ ins r in the ee of 
the London County Council, the appellants, against William » the 
respondent, that he on the 15th of March, 1899, did sell or cause to be 
sold bread in other manner than by weight, contrary to section 4 of 3 Geo. 
4, c. 106, was heard by the said justices and was dismissed. The 
respondent, a grocer, carried on business at a shop in the North End-road, 
Fulham. On the 15th of March the said inspector sent one Bond to 
purchase a loaf of bread at the said shop. Bond entered the shop and 
asked for a twopenny loaf. He was served by the respondent with 
a loaf for which he paid twopence. The loaf before being handed 
to him was not weighed by anyone in the shop in his 
presence nor was any statement made to him as to its weight. 
There was no evidence given that it ever had been weighed, but the 
respondent stated, on the hearing, that all the bread he sold at twopence 
was weighed beforehand. It was subsequently weighed by the said 
inspector and found to be two ounces and three-quarters short of a two- 
pound loaf. The loaf was an ordinary cottage loaf, similar in shape and 
appearance to loaves which are usually sold as two-pound loaves. It was 
contended for the appellants that the loaf so sold was under the circum- 
stances sold otherwise than by weight, and that the respondent had been 
guilty of an offence against section 4 of 3 Geo. 4, c. 106. On behalf 
of the respondent it was contended that he was not asked for bread 
by weight, but was asked for a twopenny loaf, and supplied one 
accordingly of that value. It was further contended that he was 
not a baker, but a seller of bread; that he bought this particular 
bread knowing it to be under two pounds, it having been made at about 
one and three-quarter pound each loaf on purpose for sale at two- 
pence a loaf; that he could not afford to sell two pounds in weight 
at twopence, and that his price for two-pound loaves was 2}d. for 
‘“‘Chibnalls’’ and 23d. for ‘‘ V.V.’’ bread. e justices stated that if the 
purchaser had asked for a two-pound loaf they would have convicted the 
respondent, but as he asked for a twopenny loaf they were of opinion that 
the respondent was under no obligation to sell him two pounds of bread or 
any particular weight. They were further of opinion, having regard to 
the statement of the respondent, that the bread had been weighed some 
time before the sale, although not by the respondent, to ascertain that it 
was under two pounds so as to enable him to sell at twopence. They 
therefore dismissed the summons. The county council now appealed, 
and relied upon Aill v. Browning (19 W. R. 21, L. R. 5 Q. B. 453). No 
one appeared for the respondent. 

Tur Covrt (Riptey and Darina, JJ.) held that the justices were wrong, 
and remitted the case to the justices to convict. Appeal allowed.— 
Counset, H. Avery. Soxtcrror, W. A. Blazland, 

(Reported by E. G. Stituwett, Barrister-at-Law. | 


WRIDE (Appellant) ». DYER (Respondent). Div. Court. 7th Nov. 
LANDLORD AND Trenant—Norice To Quir—Svurricrency or Noricer. 


Case stated by justices of the peace acting for the district of Weston- 
super-Mare. On the 5th of May, 1899, an application was made by the 
respondent, William Dyer, to recover certain premises known as No. 4, 
Holland-street, Weston-super-Mare, from the appellant under the Small 
Tenements Recovery Act, 1838 (1 & 2 Vict. c. 74). The following facts 
were proved: The respondent was the owner of the premises and the 
same were held by the appellant as tenant to the respondent upon a 
yearly tenancy from Lady-day to Lady-day, at a rent not exceedin 
£20.a year. The contract of tenancy was verbal, and contained no speci 
stipulation or agreement as to the time or mode of determining the tenancy. 
On the 24th of March, 1898, a notice to quit was served on the appellant by 
the respondent, which was as follows: ‘‘ I hereby give you notice to quit 
and deliver up to me all that cottage, garden, and premises which you hold 
or rent of me, situate at and known as No. 4, Holland-street, on the 24th 
day of June, 1898, or at the end of your current year’s tenancy. Dated 
this 24th day of March, 1898.”” The appellant did not quit and 
deliver up the premises, and on the 27th of April, 1899, a notice was 
given in the form prescribed by the Small Tenements Recovery Act, 
1838, and in accordance with this notice a "83 was made to 
the justices to issue their warrant as provid y 1 & 2 Vict. c. 74, 
and the appellant appeared before the justices to shew cause why 
possession should not be given. It was contended for the appellant that 
Ler tenancy had not been duly determined by a legal notice to quit, on the 
ground that the notice to quit was not a legal notice to quit, and did not 
operate to determine the tenancy, inasmuch as the tenancy being a yearly 
tenancy from the 25th of March of each year, could only be determmed by at 
least half-a-year’s notice at the end of a year of the tenancy; and that 
the notice was either a three-months’ notice to quit on the 24th of June, 1898, 
which was not the end of a year of the tenancy, or a one-day’s notice to 
quit on the 25th of March, 1898, which day was the end of the year’s tenancy 
current on the 24th of March, 1898, when the notice was served. It was 
admitted on the part of the respondent that the notice was not 


a legal notice to quit on the 24th of June, 1898, but it was contended that 
it was a legal notice to quit on the 25th of March, 1899, and that the 
yearly tenancy of the appellant was determined by such notice. No 
the notice 


evidence was given by the appellant. The justices held that 





was a legal notice to quit on the 25th of March, 1899, and that the yearly 
<7 was thereby determined on the 25th of March, 1899, rod 


ordered a warrant to issue under the statute for possession of the premises. 
The question for the opinion of the court was whether the notice was a 
legal notice to quit on the 25th of March, 1899, and whether the yearly 
tenancy was thereby determined on the 25th of March, 1899. It was now 
contended for the ——_ that the words ‘‘ at the end of your current 
year’s tenancy ’’ could only refer to the year’s tenancy current when the 
notice was given on the 24th of March, 1898, and that therefore 
the notice was a notice to quit given to take effect on the day follo 
the notice ; and that the notice could not be construed as @ notice to quit 
on the 25th of March, 1899, which would not be the end of the current year 
of the tenancy. In osoes of this contention the case of Doe v. Morphett 
(7 Q. B. 577), decided in 1845 by Lord Denman, O.J., Patteson, 
and Coleridge, JJ., was relied = as shewing that the notice was bad, 
and it was contended that the earlier case of Doe v. Culliford (4 D. & R. 428), 
where a similar notice was upheld by the Court of king? each in 1824, was, 
in fact, dissented from and was in the later case to be bad law. 
Tue Covrrt (Rmiey and Darume, JJ.), without calling on the 
respondent, upheld the decision of the justices and dismissed the appeal. 
ouNnsBL, Brooke Little; Layman. Soxicrrors, Gilmore, Mawer, § Lloyd, 
Bristol ; Meredith, Roberts, § Co., for Baker § Co., Weston-super-Mare. 
[Reported by Sir Suzrstox Baxen, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re NATIONAL STORES (LIM.). Wright, J. 1st Nov. 


Company—Winpine up—Pvstic Examination or Promorers AND Orners— 
Summons To Discuarce tHe Orper—Time—Takine Part mm Examina- 
TIon—Companies (WinpiNna-vuPp) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 63), 8. 8. 


Summons to disc order for public examination under section 8 of 
the Companies (Wi g-up) Act, 1890. On the 8th of May, 1899, the 
official receiver obtained an ex parte order for the publie examination of 
Mr. F. G. Willett and others. Willett received notice of the order on 
the 17th. Some of the ms named were examined on the 13th of June, 
when counsel for Willett attended and cross-examined on his behalf. On the 
26th of July Willett took out a summons to discharge the order for the public 
examination of himself, on the ground that he had not taken part in the 
promotion of the company, when the preliminary objection was taken that 
(1) the summons ought to have been taken out within fourteen days of 
the notice of the order being given to Willett in accordance with the 
practice of the Chancery Division as to moving to discharge orders from 
the judge in chambers; (2) that having ap by counsel at the 
examination, the applicant had debarred himself from the right to have 
the order disch: . 

Waricut, J., held that the application was too late, and the a t 
had moreover been represented by counsel at the examination there- 
fore must have known the subject-matter of the examination. Though 
his lordship would not lay down within what time the application ought 
to be made, although there was a consensus of authority in the text-books 
that the time for moving to discharge such an order used to be twenty-one 
days, but was now fourteen; at any rate the —— ought to be 
made with reasonable promptness. There was enough to justify the order on 
the face of the official receiver’s report. It was sought to shew on affidavit 
that the applicant did not take part in the promotion of the company, and 
that such evidence ought to be admitted; but the admission of such 
evidence would be contrary to Re New Travellers’ Chambers (43 W. R. 282; 
1895, 1 Ch. 395), as it was not necessarily an objection to the jurisdiction : 
that seemed in accordance with the view taken in Buckley (7th ed. p. 684). 
The application must be d with costs.—CounseL, Ingle Joyce ; 
M. Muir Mackenzie. Soxticrrors, Solicitor to the Board of Trade; 8. A, 


Clench § Co. 
(Reported by O. W. Mean, Barrister-at-Law. } 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orpger or Covrrt. 


Tuesday, the 7th day of November, 1899. 

Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Byrne and Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy , it is ent that a 
portion of the causes assigned to Mr. Justice B should for the pur- 
only of hearing or of trial be to Mr. Justice Cozens- 

y; now I, the Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Earl of 
Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby order that 
the several causes and matters set forth in the schedule hereto be 
santney transferred from the said Mr. Justice Byrne to Mr. Justice 
OCozens-Hardy for the purpose only of h or of trial, and be marked 
in the cause books accordingly. And this is to be drawn up by the 
registrar and set up in the several offices of the Chancery Division of the 
High Court of Justice. 
SCHEDULE. 


From Mr. Justice Byryz. 
Gordon v Gordon 1898 G 2,120 March 22 





Basil, Montgomery & Co v Freeman Qohen’s Consolidated ld 1899 B 
636 March 29 
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Hollingsworth v Grave 1898 H 2,843 March 30 
Turner v James 1898 T 1,628 March 30 
Gale v Ashby 1898 G 575 April 5 
Ashby & Cov Gale 1898 A 650 April 5 
Volckman v Guppy 1898 V 171 April 13 
Bourdon v Grubb 1899 B 638 April 15 
Dawson v Darby 1898 D 1,079 April 17 
J Johnson & Cold vy Tennant 1899 J 437 April 17 
Harris v Clarke 1898 II 3,792 April 20 
Parker v Syria Ottoman Ry Co 1899 P 81 April 27 
Griffin v Johnson 1898 G 2,664 May1 
Thomas v Transatlantic Steam Coal Cold 1898 T 1,534 May 2 
Tooley v Tooley 1899 T 356 May3 
Hawtrey v Bleachleg 1898 H 3,652 May 4 
Governors of Bridewell Hospital vy Marshall 1898 B 3,412 May 5 
Franklyn v Marson 1898 F 1,724 May 5 
Hazel v Humfrey 1897 H 4,136 May 9 
London General Omnibus Co, ld, v Gillings 1899 L 881 May 9 
== — Patent, 1891, No 5,461 petition entered in Witness List 
ay 1: 
Edwards v Hendrickx 1897 E 661 May 15 
Attorney General vy Hughes 1898 A 1,823 May 16 
ey Equitable Life Assce Soc of the United States 1898 H 3,668 
ay 16 
Wall v London & Northern Assets Corpn, 1d 1898 W 4,271 May 17 
Catten v Bridgwater Bridgwater v Catten 1898 © 2,714 May 19 
London, City & Midland Bank, ld, v Thomson 1899 L 1,000 May 19 
Foster v White Bros 1899 F 656 June 2 
Bailey v Kendall 1899 B 263 June2 
North v Radclyffe 1898 N 1,851 June5 
Hurst v Scott 1898 H 3,476 June 9 
The Atlas Contract Corpn v Horncastle 1899 A 515 June 12 
King v Paine 1898 K 614 June 12 
In re Fickus Farina v Fickus June 16 
Kidston v Paddon 1898 K 1,035 June 19 
Inrefamson Buiev Freeman 1899 S 295 June 20 
Wilson v Allen 1899 W 935 June 27 
In re Leeds, &c Co ld Consolidated Exploration & Finance Co ld v Leeds, 
&e Cold 1898 L 2,436 July 3 
Kemp v Buxton 1898 K 260 July 3 
Day v Davies 1899 D 492 July 4 
Stevens v Stevens 1899 § 959 July 4 
Earl of Egmont v Lefroy 1898 E 1,493 July 10 
Derham v Tangier Mine ld, &c (British Columbia) 1898 D 2,191 July 11 
de Segundo v Same 1898 D 2,192 July 11 
Goddard v O’Brien 1899 G 271 July 11 
Bowler v Relf 1898 B 3,146 July 11 
Woodbridge v Todd 1899 W 1,756 July 11 
Foster v Worshipful Company of Plumbers 1898 F 773 July 13 
Stoneham v Powell 1899S 1,311 July 15 
Nichols v Armstrong 1899N 545 July 17 
Attorney-Gen v Chairman & Overseers of Walberswick 1899 A 434 19 
In re Smith Walker v Pickerill 1899 8 987 19 
In re the Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1896, and In re The West Australian Trust ld 
(expte Brock) motion entered in witness list July 22 
In re Same (expte R Pratt) motion entered in witness list Oct 28 
In re Same (expte McCullum) motion entered in witness list Oct 28 
In re Same (expte H § Sugden) motion entered in witness list Oct 28 
In re Same (ex pte P Phillips) motion entered in witness list Oct 28 
In re Same (ex pte O E Mason) motion entered in witness list Oct 28 
In re Same (ex pte W F Holmes) motion entered in witness list Oct 28 
In re Same (ex pte F H Gribble) motion entered in witness list Oct 28 
In re Same (ex pte J Gibson) motion entered in witness list Oct 28 
In re Same (ex pte R Evans) motion entered in witness list Oct 28 
In re Same (ex pte W H Bumpus) motion entered in witness list Oct 28 
Barsht v Tagg 1899 B 827 July 22 
Fernley v Anderson, Weber, & Smith 1899 F 334 July 26 
In re Biggs Sayer v Brooks 1899 B 463 July 27 
Incandescent Gas Light Co 1d v Best Incandescent Gas Share Syndicate 1d 
1898 I 35 July 27 
In re Martinengo Martinengo v Martinengo adjdsumns July 28 
Downes v O'Connor 1898 D 2,048 July 29 © 
In re De Mare’s Patent, 1894, No 10,497 petn entered in witness list | 
July 29 
Porter v Briggs 1899 P 1,030 Aug 1 
Leech v Hoddell 1899 L 545 Ang 2 
Holtom v Young 1899 H 604 Aug 2 
Welsbach Incandescent Light Co v New Incandescent (Sunlight Patent) 
Gas Lighting Co, 1d 1898 W 4,215 Aug 4 
— Patent, 17,814, of 1898 ptn entered in witness list 
v 
Gedge v Bartlett 1899 G 1,540 Aug8 
Duke of Marlborough v Rowland 1899 M 2,008 Aug 9 
Saintsbury v Riley 1899 § 2,789 Aug 10 — 
Prime v Clark 1899 P 1,046 Aug 10 
The Welsbach Incandescent Gas Light Co, 1d v New Sunlight Incan- 
descent Co, 1d 1899 W 2,464 Sept 5 


Hatssvry, C. 





Friday, the 3rd day of November, 1899. 


Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Byrne (1899—P.—No. 2,257). 

In the Matter of the Premier Mineral Water Co. (Limited). The London 
and Provincial Bank (Limited) v. The Premier Mineral Water Co, 
(Limited). . 

Mr. Justice Byrne (1899—P.—No. 1,708). 

In the Matter of the Publishing, Advertising, and Trading Syndicate 
(Limited). Alexander Gray Ernest Edward Shaw v. The Publishing, 
Advertising, and Trading Syndicate (Limited) and another. 

Mr. Justice Srrrtrvc (1899—I.—No. 1,479). 

In the Matter of the Improved Cork Pavement Co. (Limited). Alfred 
Stuart v. The Improved Cork Pavement Oo. (Limited). 

Hatssvry, O. 





LAW SOCIETIES. 
LAW ASSOCIATION. 


A meeting of the directors was held at the hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society on Thursday, the 2nd inst., Mr. Peacock in the chair. The other 
directors present were Mr. Sidney Smith, Mr. Nisbet, Mr. Toovey, and 
Mr. Vallance. A sum of £45 was distributed in grants of relief. Three 
new —* were elected to the association, and other general business 
transacted. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 8th inst., Mr. Richard Walter Tweedie in the chair. The other 
directors present being, Messrs. H. Morten Cotton, J. Roger B. Gregory, 
Samuel Harris (Leicester), ef Manisty, F. Rowley Parker, Sidney 
Smith, Maurice A. Tweedie, E. W. Williamson, F. T. Woolbert, and J. T. 
Scott (secretary). A sum of £600 was distributed in grants of relief, ten 
new members were admitted to the association, and other general business 
transacted. Mr. Richard Walter Tweedie was unanimously elected 
chairman of the board for the ensuing year. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


On the 6th of November, Mr. W. 8. <5 -¥ being in the chair, Mr. 
J. F. W.' Galbraith opened the question : ‘‘ What is to be done with the 
Transvaal and the Orange Free State?’? Mr. F. M. Guedalla followed, 
and the debate was continued by Messrs. Matthews, Jacobson, Davey, 
Marks, and Beet. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvpents’ Desatinae Socrety.—Nov. 7.—Chairman, Mr. W. 
Arnold Jolly.— The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That some system of con- 
scription in this country is desirable.”” Mr. W. V. Ball opened in the 
affirmative; Mr. Robert Steven opened in the negative. The following 
members also spoke—In the affirmative: Mr. Hepburn, Mr. Knevett, 
Mr. Antony, Mr. Power; in the negative: Mr. Dods, Mr. Pleadwell, Mr. 
Brusson, Mr. Richardson, Mr. Leggett. The motion was lost by four 
votes. 


Breurncuam Law Srvupents’ Socrery.—The first of a course of three 
lectures on ‘‘ The liability of employers for injuries to their workmen,”’ 
was delivered by Mr. Robert Noble, barrister-at-law, in the Law Library 
on a evening last, the 7th inst. There was a large attendance of 
members. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Joun Ronerts, who died in September last, after a legal career of 
more than sixty years, was one of the oldest and best known solicitors in 
Hobart, Tasmania. He was the son of a clergyman and was born at 
Ruthin, North Wales, on the 16th of January, 1813. He was educated at 
the Bangor Cathedral School, and after some commercial engagements, he 
landed at Tasmania in 1833, and remained there until the end of his life. 
He was articled to Mr. Joseph Allport in 1834, was admitted in January, 
1841, and at once joined Mr. Allportasa partner. In the same year he 
was married to a daughter of the late Captain Michael Vicary, of the 
63rd Regiment, who survives him. The firm soon became one of the most 
eminent in Hobart,and Mr. Roberts and Mr. Joseph Allport continued 
in partnership until 1874, when Mr. Allport was compelled by failing 
health to retire, being succeeded in the firm first by his son Mr. Morton 
Allport, and afterwards by his son Mr. Curzon Allport. Notwithstanding 
his t age, Mr. Roberts continued to take an active part in the business 
of the firm until early this year, a few months before his death, which 
took place about the 12th of September last at the age of eighty-six 
ears. Asa testimony of the esteem in which Mr. Roberts was held in 





I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great H 





obart, the Chief Justice, the Hon. J. 8. Dodds, O.M.G., who is also 
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the acting Administrator of the colony, sent his and his secretary, 
Mr. Warren Dodds, as his representative, and Justices Clark and McIntyre 
were present in Mage with many other members of the legal and 
mercantile professions. 


Mr. Curzon Attrort, who had been Mr. Robert’s partner for many 
pa died at Sydney, N.S.W., on the 16th of September, a few days after 
is partner, after a long and severe illness. Mr. Allport was admitted in 
1860, and a in Melbourne until 1871, when, in co uence of the 
deaths of his father and brother, he went to Hobart to join Mr. Roberts. 
Mr. Allport was both a good lawyer and an effective speaker. He was also 
well known as a sportsman, both with the gun and rod. He was a 
member of the Colonial Fisheries Commission, and did a great deal in 
many ways to develop the fiisheries of the seas and rivers of the colony. 


The death of Mr. Writ1am Granam, barrister, which occurred on 
Sunday last, deprives the junior common law bar of perhaps their leading 
member. We believe that the TZimes is right in saying that, at all events 
for a considerable period, there was no junior at the bar with so large and 
varied a practice, or such a succession of pupils. As many practitioners 
will remember, a consultation with him usually took place in a large room 
bestrewn with briefs and dotted round with tables, at which a colony of 
more or less industrious young tlemen were seated. Mr. G m 
was educated at Cambridge and was called to the bar in 1862. 
He joined the Midland Circuit and ily obtained a considerable 
business. Subsequently he acquired so e a practice in London that he 
ceased to go circuit arly, and his services had to be secured beforehand 
if he was wanted on circuit. He came most prominently before the 
public in the course of the proceedings in the Parnell Special Commission, 
when he _ ee on behalf of the Zimes, but his cases were legion. He 
was a sound lawyer, very practical in his opinions, and quick in picking up 
the law on subjects outside his ordinary beat. He was a bencher of the 
Inner Temple, and in 1885 unsuccessfully contested Aylesbury as a 
candidate for Parliament. 


The death is announced of Mr. Tuomas Hupson Jorpan, Jate Judge of 
County Court Circuit No. 26, on Friday in last week at his Manchester 
residence, at the age of 71 He was the son of Mr. W. E. Jordan, of 
Manchester, and was called to the bar in 1862. Previously he had 
been engaged as a journalist. He speedily obtained a good, practice 
on the Northern Circuit, especially in commercial and y cases. 
In 1883 he was appointed a county court judge, and held appoint- 
ment almost up to his death. He was a justice of the peace for Lan- 
cashire and Staffordshire. 


APPOINTMENT. 


Sir Jurran Emanvet Satomons, Q.C. (New South Wales), has been 
elected a Bencher of the Honourable Society of Gray’s-inn. 





GENERAL. 


The Times is informed that Mr. J. 8. Purcell, C.B., Registrar of Joint- 
Stock Companies, will retire from his post under the Board of Trade at 
the close of this year. 


Mr. Justice Kennedy, in charging the grand jury at the Carlisle Assizes, 
says the Times reporter, expressed the —e that in this county, as else- 
where, in every reasonable case bail would be allowed, for he was sorry to 
see that one of the —— to be tried at the present assizes had been in 
detention since the 18th of August, and another since the 25th of August. 
Of course, there were cases in which, in the interests of justice, it was 
necessary to detain a prisoner, but he hoped that in the interests of untried 
men there would be, in every possible case, bail granted on such terms as 
would, of course, secure the presence of the prisoner at the trial. 


The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council resumed their sittings on 
Wednesday after the Long Vacation. Their first list of [causes contains, 
says the Times, twenty-four appeals for decision—viz., from five, 
New South Wales five, Madras three, Allahabad two, Victoria two, and 
from the Central Provinces, Rangoon, Guernsey, Natal, Quebec, China 
and Japan, and Trinidad and Tobago one each. The Right Hon. James 
Patrick Bannerman Robertson, formerlly Lord Justice General of Scotland, 


who has been appointed to succeed Lord Watson as a Lord of Ap in 
} near took his seat for the first time asa member of the Judicial 
ommittee. 


A circular has been addressed from the Local Government Board to local 
authorities for whose districts the Infectious Disease (Notification) Act, 
1889, has not been adopted. The attention of the local authorities is 
drawn to the effect which the Infectious Disease (Notification) Extension 
Act, 1899, will have in extending the operation of the Infectious Disease 
(Notification) Act, 1889. At present the provisions of the Act of 1889 are 
in force in those urban, rural, or port tary districts where that Act has 
been adopted by local authorities in the prescribed manner. The effect, 
however, of section 1 (1) of the new Act, which comes into operation on 
the 1st of January, 1900, will be to extend as from that date those pro- 
visions to every urban, rural, and port sanitary district in England and 
Wales, whether the principal Act has or has not been previously adopted 
therein. The circular is accompanied by a memorandum of instruction to 
medical officers and a form of certificate. 


this board eo witho pont Ay words to pression to 
this to reassem! at a few ve ex 
the fi which I am sure is in ta minds bench 
the great loss which this board has sustained since we last met by the 
death of Lord Watson. Lord Watson himself has left in the various 
j ents and opinions which he has given a more eloquent and efficient 
t ony to his merits as a lawyer than anything which could fall from 
the mouth of one of his colleagues. I think no one but those who have 
had the good fortune to sit with him could appreciate his earnest desire— 
his laborious desire—that right should bedone. Not only at the end of 
an argument, but long sometimes, he has occupied his mind to 
see whether any preconceived impression which he had received “was 
erroneous, and he: always had the candour and the feeling of justice so 
strong in his mind that if he was convinced that his previous impression 
had been erroneous he did not hesitate to say so. He left be! him 
a tradition of a just judge, a reputation which few can hope to equal, none 
to surpass.’”” Mr. Arthur Cohen, Q.C., the senior member of the bar 

sent, expressed the regret of the bar at the death of Lord 

atson. 

Mr. Graham Murray, the Lord Advocate, who has just declined the 
reversion to the office of Lord Justice-General and President of the 
Court of Session of Scotland, which Lord Robertson’s promotion to 4 


Lordship of Appeal has left vacant, includes, says the Daily Graphic, 
among his other distinctions, that of being the most ardent cy in the 
House of Commons. Despite the plurality of other available attractions, 


his enthusiasm in this direction shews no abatement. He has an immense 
stud of cycles of every type, and as an experimenter is absolutely untiring. 


succeeded, where others have failed, in inducing two firms to depart from 
their usual and build machines to his own d . These include 
a rear-steered triplet, with a double open front, for two es, which is the 
only machine of its kind in existence; and a tandem of special design, 
which is ridden by the Misses Murray. As a tourist the Lord Advocate 
has explored a goodly portion of Great Britain awheel, and in the 
Southern counties he is ror: ® home; in fact there is not a 
beauty spot in Surrey, at all events, which he has not visited; and 
“‘ coasting ’’ down the Hindhead is a diversion of which he has frequently 
availed himself. Among the reasons which have led him to refuee the 
highest prize in his pro ena Migr the Scottish bar is concerned, the 
opportunities which residence in London affords for the exercise of his 


leading passion may safely be set in the forefront. 
At the South-Western police-court on Saturday last, says the Zimes, Mr. 
Lane gave an jmportant decision on the bye-laws framed by the London 


with reference to the lighting of vehicles after sunset. It 
atone 00h of 6 ominine Sete a hh Mears, a con- 
tractor, for fai to affix a light to one of carts. The facts, which 
were not dispu' were that on the night of the 14th of October one of 
the defendant’s carts was stopped in Putney and was found to have no 
lamp affixed. The defendant’s counsel argued that his client had taken the 
utmost care in the matter by sa to look after the lamps and by 
posting in his yard a notice to themen. The bye-law did not mean that the 
owner should be personally responsiblefor the fixingof thelamp. Mr. Lane.— 
I shall hold it does. The object of the bye-law is to make the owner respon- 
sible for any default, notwithstanding the care he has taken of his servants. 
Mr. Bodilly.—In this case a lamp was , but the carman removed it 
without the knowledge or consent of the owner ; the other part of the bye- 
law expressly makes the eervant responsible for keeping the lamp lighted. 
Mr. Lane.—Yes, that is to say, that when once the owner has discharged 
his duty by fixing the lamp the duty of keeping that lamp lighted shall 
fall on the servant. There is no doubt that the London County Council 
specially framed the bye-law with a view to putting the screw on owners 
to see that lamps should be fixed before vehicles went out. Mr. Lane 
imposed a penalty of 8s. with 2s. costs. 


We referred last week to the speeches at the recent meeting of the 
Article Club on the Workmen’s Compensation Act. There has since 
a in Commerce a full report of the speech delivered by Mathew, J., 
which deserves to be recorded. After some introductory observations, he 
is reported to have said that ‘‘ they had heard the usual observations about 
the difficulty of construing Acts of Parliament, and of the differences 
common aes the judges. That wasavery old story. Oneof the 
secrets of British greatness would seem to be that Acts of Parliament 
should be prepared so as to be unintelligible to those for whom they 
were enacted. Well, they must not blame the judges for those Acts. They 
had to decide on things unintelligible to most, whether reason justified 
their decision or not. Reference had been made that evening to the pro- 
cesses of legislation by reference of one Act to another, and the ; udges had to 
find out for themselves what was meant. The late Lord Ohief Justice and 
himself had spent two whole days trying to find out what the franchise for 
a county council was. They “flushed” Act after Act, and at last ran 
down a ‘‘one man one vote.”” They afterwards had the satisfaction of 
hearing from a great authority in the House of Commons that he was glad 
they had found it out for themselves, for the statute was certainly not 
very clear. Now, new. Acts of Parliament were extremely valuable things 
to the Law Courts. Speaking some time to an eminent practitioner 
who looked very gloomy, he said: ‘* How is business?”” And the gentle- 
man, with an air still more de , replied: “‘ Bad, very bad; we want 
a new Act of Parliament.”” He would now ask them to drink the health 
of the Chairman. t lawyer had been lost in their Chairman, and he 
only wished Mr. Crook could be induced to practise in the courts. But if 
he could not be recalled to the profession, he should at least hope that he 
wonld find his way into Parliament, when his obvious duty yould be to 





At the first sitting of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council after 


| make those unintelligible Acts intelligible.” 


think 1t would be impossible for 


The conservatism of the cycle maker is proverbial, but Mr. Murray has. 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoistears tx ATTENDANCE ON 














Date. Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ate. No. 2. Norra. STiRLine. 
Monday, Nov. ...0.-.:013 Mr. Pugh Mr. Pemberton Mr. Lavie 
Tuesday cress. vont Beal Jackson Carrington 
Wednesday., 15 Pugh Pemberton Lavie 
, +16 Beal Jackson Carrington 
ME iscccssense wale Pugh Pemberton Lavie 
Ba y 18 Jackson Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewicn. Byryg. Cozens-Harpy. 
Monday, Nov. ... 13 Mr, King Mr. Leach Mr. Church 
esda 7 Farmer Godfrey Greswell 
King Leach Church 
Farmer Godfrey Greswell 
King Leach Church 
Farmer Godfrey Greswell 
THE PROPERTY MART. 


SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


Nov. 13.—Mr. J. C. Piatt, at the Mart, at 2, the Net Profit Rental of aca oa annum, 

secured upon block of buildings known as the Kensin; Palace La ° — 

West Kensington-park. Solicitor, A. F. V. Wild, Esq., London. (Bee ver- 
tisement, this week, p. .) 

Nov. 14.—Messrs. Denennam, Tewsox, Farmer, & Brincewater, at the Mart, at 2, 
Freehold Residence known as Downside, No. 85, Worple-road, Wimbledon. Solicitors, 
—— = Smith, Braithwaite, & Robinson, London. (See advertisement, 

ov. 4, p. 23. 

Nov. 15.—Messrs. Herrinc, Sox, & Daw, at the Mart, at 2, Leasehold Shop and Resi- 
dences in Leyton ; let and } -nameage J & gross rental of about £830 per annum, at low 
ground-rents. Solicitors, Messrs, Stones, Morris, & Stone, London. (See advertise- 
ment, Nov. 4, p. 23.) 

Nov. 16.—Messrs. Fareproruer, Exiis, Ecrrton, Breacn, Gatswortuy, & Co., at the 
Mart, at 2, in Two Lots, Frechold Shop and Residence, No. 33, Duke-street, Man- 
chester-square, let on lease at £110 per annum ; and No. 9, Circus-street, Marylebone, 
let at £48 per annum. Soliciturs, Messrs, Clayton, Sons, & Fargus, London. (See 
advertisement, Nov. 4, p. 23.) 

Nov. 16.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranriexp, at the Mart, at 2:— 

REVERSIONS : 
To an Estate, value £320,000, secured upon City Freeholds, Bank of land, 
ilway, and Colonial Stocks: ladies aged 57, 48, and 46. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Pearce-Jones & Co., London. 

To one Moiety of a Trust Fund represented by anes Mack, value, £2,750; 
lady 60. Solicitors, Messrs. Valpy, Peckham, & lin, London. 

To One-fifth of a Trust Estate, value £7,735, in Colonial ceaean Stocks ; 
lady 54. Bolicitors, Messrs. West, King, Adams, &!Co, and Messrs. 
Brash-Wheeler, Umney, & Chambers, London. 

To four One-fourteenth Shares of a Trust Estate, value £1,950, in Railway Stock 
a olds, at Chatham ; lady aged 69, Solicitor, George Goodman, Egq., 

-ondon. 


To Three-eightieths of a Trust Fund, value £4,300; lady aged (’); and to a 
similar s of another Trust Fund, value £4,240; gentleman aged 79; also 
to a similar share of another Trust Fund, value £4,400; y aged 72, 
Solicitors, Messrs. Hopgood & Dowson, London. 

To One-third of Freehold and Copyhold Prorerty in Cheltenham, producing £265 
per annum; lady aged 54. Solicitors, Messrs. Winterbotham & Gurney, 
Cheltenham. 

To poe of a Trust Fund; lady aged 57. Solicitor, J. G. Muddiman, Eeq., 

on. 

To One-fifth of a Trust Fund, value £4,500, Freeholds and Corporation Stock ; 
lady aged 68. Solicitors, Messrs Oldfield, Bartram, & Oldfield, London. 

To One-sixth of a Trust Fund, value £58,000, in Consols, &c.; lady aged 57. 
Solicitors, Messrs. E, & Kighley J. Hough, Carlisle, 

To One-sixth of One-sixth and One-sixth of One-fifth of One-Sixth of 
£2,576 198. 10d. Also to One-sixth of One-fifth of £4,850; a sum of 
poe 9a. 8d. all well secured, Solicitors, Messrs. C. Perrott-Smith & Co., 

on. 


LIFE INTEREST of a lady aged 47 in One Moiety of a Trust Fund producing £173 
annum. Also to One-third of a Trust Fund producing £135 per annum. 
to Freehold Property near York peotecng 6 per annum, with reversion to 
One-third of latter estate ; lady aged 47. licitors, E. M. Lazarus, Esq., and 
C. Perrott-Smith & Co., London, 
POLICIES for £2,500. 
SHARES, &c. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 


Nov. 16.—Mesers. C. C. & T. Moons, at the Mart, at 2:—Limehouse: 16 Leasehold 
Houses, let at £280 16s. per annum.—Lambeth : Leasehold Estate, producing nearly’ 
£300 perannum. Solicitor, J. Westcott, Esq., London.—Old Ford : Veaschold Shops, 
let at £35 perannum. West Ham: let at £50. Solicitors, Messrs. Young & Sons, 
London,—Shadwell: Freehold Ground-rents of £18, £12, £12. and £8 annum ; 
reversion in 63 years; rack-rents over £400. Solicitors, Blair & WB. Girling, 
London.—Bethnal Green: 10 Freehold Houses. Solicitors, Messrs. Ward & in, 
London.—Stratford : House and Shop, let at £50 per annum.—Stepney : Copyhold 
House, let at £280 16s. per annum. icitor, W. W. Box, Esq., London.—Mile : 
Freehold Ground-rent of £12 per annum. Solicitor, W. E. Ruck, Esq., London. (See 
advertisements, Nov. 4, p. 23.) 

Nov. 16.—Mesers. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rents of £58, 
secured upon 54 houses in Camberwell. Freehold Ground-rents of £26 per annum, 
arising from four residences in Wimbledon. Freehold Ground-rents of £68 per 
annum, from 14 houses in Barking. Freehold Ground-rents of £85 per annum, upon 
17 houses in Shepherd’s Bush. Leasehold Ground-rents of £128 per annum, upon 46 
houses in Lambeth. Leasehold Ground-rent of £52 annum, upon the fully-licensed 
tavern, Barnsbury-road. Six Semi-detached Residences, Gipsy-hill. Four Double- 
fronted Houses ; poreaeing £5 16s. annum. 15 Houses, Fulham-road; producing 
£621 10s. per annum. olicitor, A. Woodroffe, Esq., London. — Kilburn: Two 

ences ; No. 1 let at £35 annum, No. 3 producing 22s, 6d. weekly. Camber- 
well: Corner House and Shop; let at £27 per annum. Solicitors, 4. Birt, 

Follett, & Lee, London.—Camberwell-road : Two Houses and Stabling ; let at £66 6s. 

perannum. Solicitor, A. G. Dinn, Esq., London.—Peckham : Residence ; let at £36 

perannum. Solicitor, W. RB. Millar, Esq , London.—Peckham Rye : Six Houses; let 
patos £178 2s. perannum. Solicitor, E. T. Hargrea 


’ 


ves, Esq., London.—Catford- 


3 Residences, one with possession. Solicitor, C. A, Rus, Esq., London — 
Croydon : Detached double-fronted Residence, containing 12 rooms with lar 


" ge garden. 
, Mesers. Emanuel & Simmonds, London. (See advertisements, Nov. 4, p. 22.) 











WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.— Farivar, Nov. 3. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep im Caancenry. 


Dayizt Hvoenes, Evans, & Co, Lunrep (rx Liqgvuipation)——Creditora are required, on or 
before Noy 24, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Thos. Lawson, Winchester House, Old Broad st 

Herwoop District CarryisceCo, Limtgzo—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 13, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry 
Seville, 67, Oldham rd, Royton, Lancs. Mellor, Oldham, solor for liquidator 

Lyric Synpicate, Liuntrep —Petn for windi up, pr ted Oct 30, directed to be heard 
on Nov 15. Durant, 5, Guildhall chmbrs, ‘Basinghall st, solor for petner. NoticeJof 
sppearing must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon [of 

ov l4 


Mitver Porraste Execrric Barrery Synpicate, Limitrp—Petn for winding up, 

9 Oct 20, directed to be heard Nov 1, adjourned to Nov 15. Trenam, 7, New ct, 
incoln’s inn, solor and petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not 

later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 14 

Srietinc Park Estate, Pesta (W.A ), Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 6, to send their names and and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Mr Walter Bramall, 32, Old Jewry. Greenip & Co, 1 and 2, George st, Mansion House, 
solors for liquidator . 

Turon Mixzs, Limrrep—Creditors are ay = voy on or before Nov 22, to send their names 
and adi and particulars of their debts or claims, to Edwin Perry, 6, Drapers’ gdns 

Unitep Stream Saiprinc Co, Limtrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Dec 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Mr. Andrew Wood, 28 and 29, St Swithin’s lane. Botterell & Roche, 101, 
Leadenhall st, solors to liquidator 

UniversaL VecetaBie Sirk Srxpicare, Limrreo—Creditors are required,Zon or before 
Dec 4, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, 
to Henry de Mosenthal, 220, Winchester House, Old Broad st 


Uxuimirep 1n CHANcERY. 

Nationa Permanent Buitpine Socrery—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 30, 
to send their names dresses, and i of their claims, to Joseph Glover and 
— em 22, Lord st, Liverpool. Grierson & Mason, Liverpool, solors or 

iquidators 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


Lone Bucxsy Hanp Axo Heart Frienviy Beyerir Socigty, Church st, Long Buckby, 
Rugby, Northants. Oct 27 





London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 7. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep m CHaNogry. 


Ensian Cycie Co, Limtep, Bremixcuam (1n Votuntary LiquipatTion)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Dec 31, to send their names dresses, and the particulars of 

their debts or claims, to Walter George Robbins, 7, Union st, Birmingham 

Farry Queen Synpicate, Loutep (1x Ligurpatioy) tors are required, on or 
before .y 10, to send their names and addresses, the particulars of their debts or 


James Durie Pattullo, 71 and 72, King William st. Burn & Berridge, Old 


Broad st, solors for liquidator 
J. A. Roserrson & Co, Limitrep—Creditors are uired, on or before Dec 14, to send 
their names and addczesses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, to Sidney Smith, 
+ ane Ape Allesley, Old rd, ventry. Woodcock & Co, Coventry, solors for 
qui r 


Lone Raxe Leap anp Spar Mixixa Co, Limitep (1x Liquration) — Creditors are 
requi on or before Nov 21, to send their names and addresses, with full particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Robert Hall, Victoria bldgs, Dale rd, Matlock 

Nicuoiis, Kirxness, & Co, Liuirzo—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 4, directed to 
be heard on Nov 15. Samuel, 16, Great Winchester st, solors for petner. Notice of 

pearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
ov 1 

Pickies, Suitusox, & Picxies, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 23, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Percy Raglan Sewell, Queen Anne chmbrs, Sunbridge rd, Bradford. Iveson & Macaulay, 
Heckmondwike, Yorks, solors for liquidator 

Ravrpn Dovuse & Sons, Limrrep—Peta for winding up, presented Nov 2, directed to be 
heard Nov 15. Emmet & Co, 14, Bloomsbury sq, agents for Robert Innes, chester, 
solor for petner. Notice of appearing must reach Emmet & Co not later than 6 o’clock 
in afternoon of Nov 14 

Ratrn_Dovuse & Sons, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 4, directed to be 
heard Nov 15. H. Cubitt Ireland, 10, Coleman st, solor for petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 9 

Tuames Iron Works Anp Snip Buitpine Co, Luntrep—Creditors are required, on or 
before Dec 16, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to H. P. Hussey, Orchard yd, Blackwall 

Wure & Sracry, LimitEp—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 3, directed to be heard 
on Noy 22. Cresswell & Co, 7, Water lane, Blackfriars, solors for petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


wae & Oeil porere— ae for yates up, paseneet Nov 1, Seated , be heard 
on Nov vie & Owtram, 30, Budge row, solors for er. Notice of ap’ i 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in iaieness of Nov 14 = 


County Patating or Lancastes. 


Liurrzep m CHanogry. 


Suartiess Marine Propetter anv Water Eneiye Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, 
on or before Dec 14, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Thomas Anyon, 9, 8t James sq, Maxchester. Simpson & Simpson, Man- 
chester, solors to liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Batrersza Park Toran Axsstinence Beverit Sociery, Mission Hall, Park grove, 
Battersea Park rd. Oct 27 


ee Uniox Society, Waggon and Horses Inn, Whittlesford, Cambridge. 
27 








WARNING To INTENDING House Puncuasers AND Lesszzs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
ne, Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. ee quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘Sanitation.’””—[Apvr.] 


For Turoat Ireiration anp Covcu.—‘‘ Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes”’ 
reap i prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 74d. and 1s. 14d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homeo- 
pathic Chemistse.—[Apvr. ] 





Cuort 
Cuor! 


OLIVE 


Cast 
Coor 


Ruop 











ed, on or 
debts or 


» Dec 13, 
to Henry 


be beast 
Notice’ 
rnoon x 


med not 


r before 
laims, to 
1 House, 


r names 


de bts or 
the, 101, 


r before 
r i ’ 


Nov 30, 
ver and 
lors or 


Buckby, 


ors are 
nlars of 


on or 
lebts or 
ze, Old 


© send 
Smith, 
ors for 


rs are 
of 


cted to 
tice of 
oon of 
lov 23, 
ms, to 
aulay, 


to be 
hester, 
clock 
to be 


earing 


on or 
ebts or 


heard 
tice of 
oon of 


heard 
paring 


uired, 


debts 


rove, 


Nov. 11, 1899. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





(Vol. 44-|_31 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cua. 
London Gazstte.—Frivay, Nov. 3. 
Cuore, Lovisa Jane CLENt, aa Sussex Dec 1 Brooker v Tatham, Stirling, J 
Oblein, jun, Queen Victoria 
Cuore, Wiiiiam Henry, hear who ter, mae pk, Gentleman Decl Brooker v Tatham, 
Stirling, J Oblein, jun, Queen Victoria 
Ouiver, Freperick Witiiam, Cromwell rd, Bolicitor Dec5 Holmes v Oliver, North, J 
Fisher, Essex st, Strand 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 7. 


CasrLx, Tom Atrrep, Harpenden, Hertford, Stud Manager Dec1l Munsey v Castle, 
Stirling, J Jepps, tog vis & 

Coors, Jouy, Penwortham, Lan Eequire Dec 16 Formby v Cooper, Kekewich, J 
‘Wigan & & Champernowne, Lincoln’s i inn fields 

Ruopes, Jouy, Scarborough, Gentleman Dec 1 Yorkshire Investment at American 
Mortgage Co v Wilford, Stirling, J May & Co, Laurence Pountney hill 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Curaim. 
London Gasette,—Fripay, Oct. 27. 

Apaus, Deyyis, Cambridge Dec 23 Eaden & Spearing, Cambridge 
Annxaup, Heyray Brvcz, Ebury st Novy 30 Walters & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
Baasuaw, Freperice, Ardwick, Manchester, Coachbuilder Dec 6 J & E Whitworth, 
S.ssnn Vase, eats Best Baed Geta Cie 
Baapsury, Tru, Stalybridge, Chester, Joiner Decl Ives, Stalybridge 
Broapsgiver, Rosaie, South Kensington Nov 30 Blount & Co, Arundel st, Strand 
Brown, Joun, Southend on Sea, Carman Dec6 Wood & Co, Southend on Sea 
Bupp, Samvuen Puynerr, Bath, Surgeon Dec31 Budd & Co, Austin Friars 
Bugvon, Perer, Southport Decl Roweliffes & Co, Bedford row 
Burson, Kuzia, Redland, Bristol Novy 29 Lawrence & Co, Bristol 
Carr, Marcarer Cecriia, Anfield, Liverpool Nov 25 Evans & Co, Liverpool 


Currpey, Leopo.p Grorcr Freperick AcAr-Exiis Viscount, Wilton st, Grosvenor pl, 
Nov 380 Norton & Co, Victoria st 
Cross, WittiAM, Rhyl Decl Wright & Hassalls, Leamington 


De Ayu, Ferpixanp Lovis Ramiro, West Hampstead, Champagne Shipper Nov 23 
Thomsons & Co, Cornhill 

Dexxt, Rosuat, and Acyes Denney, Windermere, Westmorland, Farmer Dec 1 

Dov e, ar’ AmEs, Blackpool, Merchant Dec8 Doyle, Manchester 

Evans, Emma, Camberwell Noy 24 Langlois & Co, Leadenhall st 

FietcHer, Mary, Nottingham Nov 30 Rothera & Sons, Nottingham 

Fow er, Saran, Boughrood, Radnor Dec9 Jones, Brecon 

Frissy, Frep, Leeds, Innkeeper Novy12 Blacklock, Leeds 

Greznnovucnu, Epwarp, Matlock Bath, Derby Nov 20 Potter, Matlock Bridge 

Hamow, Wituam Joan, Wickham, Hants Nov 30 FI & J C Warner, Bishops 


Hays, Atrrep, 8t John’s Wood, Theatrical Agent Dec4 Dyer, Leadenhall st 

Hout, Josian, Guildford st, Russell sq, Architect Decl Peacock & Goddard, South sq 

Hunrer, Tuompsoyx, Loudoun rd Nov 24 Clowes & Co, King’s Bench walk 

Jacoss, SoLromoy Houndsditch, Wholesale Clothier Dec 4 Brighton & Lemon, 
Fenchurch st 


Jexxens, Cuaa.es, Birmingham Nov 21 Walthall, Birmingham 
Jounsox, Epmunp, Ashover, Derby Novil Davies & Co, Chesterfleld 
Ke.iy, Epwarp Henry Moons, Rosherville, Kent Dec1 Upton & Co, Austin Friars 


Lacon, Sir Epuuxyp Brovestoy Know es, Raynham Hall, Norfolk, Bart Dec 1 Grover 
& Co, King’s Bench 

McKay, aaa Wit.iam, Gloucester rd, Regent’s Park Nov 30 Dixon & Co, Savoy 
mansio! 

MANGALL, Pecnens Emma, Topsham Nov 30 Peace & Ellis,Wigan 


Pavey, Exiza, Ripon, York Novis Wise & Son, Ripon 
Parkin, “was Normanton on Trent, Nottingham Nov 30 Larken & Co, Newark on 


Pickaro, Joun, Coverham, York, Farmer Decl Maughan, Middleham 
Ravc.yrre, Francis Anravrn, Stock Exchange Dec 30 Surridge, Coggeshall, Essex 
Rayner, Henry, Lincoln, Baker Nov16 Waite & Co, Boston 

Rosinson, Rey Wictiam Henny, York Decl Whitehead, Pickering 
SaurrLeworts, Davin, Keighley, York Novi13 Ellis, Keighley 

Sieemay, Carotine Lovisa, Weston super Mare Nov 265 Perrins, New inn, Strand 


Saurrn, Susannau, Keighley, York Novit J & AE Lister, Keighley 
Surcurrs, Davin, Lea, nr Preston Decl Baldwin, Nelson, Lancs 
Tate, Caruenine, Earl's Court Nov 24 Warren & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
Taytor, Fraxcis Howaro, Darfield, York Decl Tyas & Son, Barnsley 


Tairxie, Taomas Henay, Ne weast'e upoa Tya:, Bill Distribato: Do215 Brown & Son 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
Trorrer, ALFaeD, Cherteny Nov 30 Webb & Co, Essex st, Strand 


Vaz, Gzonciana Emma, Clevedon, Somerset Nov 30 Stone & Co, Bath 

Watace, Huon Suicey, JP, Mertoa, Sarrey Nov 30 Firth & Co, Chancery In ~ 
Watrens, Ans, Matlock Bath, Derby Nov20 Potter, Matlock Bridge 

Warmo.t, _—— pee James, Stowmarket, Roman Catholic Priest Nov 23 Wilkes, Stow- 


Waren, Heyny Evwarp, Clapham Dec25 Long & Gardiner, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Wensster, Lovisa, Liverpool, Huckster Nov25 Grierson & Mason, Liverpool 
Wi.pixe, James, Fulwood, nr Preston, Cotton Manufacturer Nov7 Whitehead, Preston 
Witiiams, Row.anp, Shrawley, Worcester, Carpenter Nov 15 Loft, Stourport 

Youne, Eowix Wit11am, Walworth, Electrotyper Nov9 Burton & Son, Blackfriars rd 


London Gazette.—Tusspay, Oct. 31. 


Asuvows, Tuomas, Southfleet, nr Gravesend, Labourer Dec4 Troughton, Gravesend 
Arxixsox, Jaxe, Weymouth, Dorset Nov 15 Taylor & Co, Derby 
Baamree, Ricuarp Waaswicks, Nateby, nr Garstang, Lancs Dec Bashall, New inn 


Beanarp, Amproise, Paris Decl Wright & Hassalls, Leamington 

Cape, Txomas, Gloucester, Land Ageat Dec1 Bretherton & Boughton, Gloucester 
Cuapwick, 8anau Ayxe, Mirfield, York Dec13 Chadwick & Sons, Dewsbury 

Circa, Joux, Manchester, Leather Merchant Dec 23 Laach & Son, Manshester 

Cuispy, Hammonn Keyt, Berwick st, Soho, Butcher Dec1 Grant & Co, Strand 

Sram, ¢ Sone Newcastle on Tyne, Timbar Merchant Nov 30 Watson & Co, Newcastle 


ow, 2 JANE Sasraseo, Seamer, nr Ssarborough Novi5 Bedwell, Scarborough 
Ecveartoy, Hargiet, Peckham Jan1 Bodman, Lancaster pl, Strand 
Garpiver, Exvizasern Lypia, Canterbury Decil6 Radcliffe & Co, Craven st, Charing 


Cassa, ee ee Plumstead, Kent Nov 25 Reed & Reed, Guilihall chmbrs, 


Grexenwoop, Tuomas, Armley, Leeds Dec18 Chadwick & Sons, Dewsbury 

Grey, Henry, Herne, Kent Dec 25 Long & Gardiner, Lincoln's ina fields 

Hawsoy, Grorcs, Pimlico Nov 27 Hallam, King st, Cheapside 

Hosss, Eowarp, Pinkneys Green, Berks, Farmer Dec 30 H & C Collins, Reading 
Hecut, Avoustvs Day1st, Chesterfield st, Mayfair, Bank Manager Nov 3) Bircham 


& Co, Old Broad st 
Jouy, Divan, St Clears, Carmarthen Dec2 Griffiths, Carmarthen 
Jostine, Mania, Bramford, Suffolk Dec12 Cobbold & Co, Ipswich 
Kewuert, Marcarrt, Leyland Nov 30 Peace & Ellis, Wigan 
Ke.xy, Rosa, Camberwell Dec 30 Wrentmore & Son, Bedford row 
Kixe, Acnes, Bilbrough, York Nov 30 Clayton & Gibson, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Lanororp, Joun Butier Roiiz, Lewisham Decl Grant & Co, Strand 
Luscomse, 8vsay, Ashburton, Devons Jani Tucker & Son, Ashburton 
Mack, Manis, Southsea Jan1 Stevens & Co, Norwich 
Macks, Joux, Lewisham Nov 30 Finney & Co, Chancery In 
Raprorv, Groroe, Ecclesfield, Sheffield Jani Taylor & Co, Sheffield 
Reis, Wittiam Geonce, Upper Clapton Dec 1 Glover, Clapton 
Sreepex, Gzorce, Chiswick Nov 26 Oldman & Co, Old Serjeants’ inn 


Simpson, Wiut1Am Saiptey, Newcastle upon Tyne Dec 31 Dransfield & Elsdon, New- 
castle upon Tyne 
Syowpens, James, Kingston upon Hull Nov 30 Hall, Hull 


Sperrey, Lucy, South Norwood Novy 30 Childs & Co, Chancery ln 

Sroxe, Lampert, Combe Saint Nicholas, Somerset Nov 11 Kite & Co, Taunton 

Pratt, James Wontiey, Hevingham, Norfolk, Farmer Jani Stevens, Norwich 
Saneegy, Seance, Tisbury, Wilts, Railway Booking Clerk Dec 1 Wilson & Sons, 
TAYLor, Genama Avevsta, Streatham hill Dee 31 Algar, Abchurch In 

Tomuinson, Many, Nottingham Nov 27 Walker & Barker, Nottingham 

Tunxixe, Soruia, Weymouth Decl Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 

Trine, Sanau Avy, Gosport, Southampton Nov 27 Palmer, Gosport 

Teams, afer Gen Epuvunp, Falklands Fleet, Hants Nov 30 Robins & Co, Lincoln’s 


Wisrsn, Hany aun, Botley, Southampton Nov 27 Gunner & Renny, Bishop’s Waltham 





Youne, Jouy, Dorking, Surrey Deo 23 Smallpeice & Co, Guildford 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. | 
London Gazette.—Fuivay, Nov. 3. F 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Berts, Anruun Fietcuer, Belsize sq, Hampstead, Traveller 
High Court Pet Oct11 Ord Oct 31 
Biowers, Frepertck Witiiam, Lo 
Great Yarmouth Pet Nov1 Ord Nov 1 
Leeds 


Giaister Nicuotson & Co 
ts High Co 


‘A1zEY, WiLL1AM Tuomas, Bridgnorth, Sslop, 
est Bromwich Pet Oct 30 Osd Oct 30 
Fuost, 7 = Wi..iam, Leicester Lei 
Ord Oct 30 


W, Mincing In, Commission 
Agen’ urt Pet Oct 23 Ord Nov 1 
se Pet Oat bg Totnes, Devon, Tailor Plymouth | 


Exy, Sreruex, Bournemouth, Dra Poole Pet Oct 20; Larre ‘ALTER, Southend on oo Professor of Music 
Ord Oct 30 = Chelmetord. Bet 


Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 

Wheelwright | McGaxcon, Gronor, Stokes Croft, Dekel, Grocer Bristol 

i Pet Oct 90 | aaren Rt a nde 

cester DDEN prose Wituiam, Birmingham, Clerk Birming- 

|. ham’ Pet Nov 1 Ord Nov 1 

Maxtove, Evwarp ALEexanper, Beeston, Notts, Ware- 
N Pet Novi Ord Novi 


Moraison, Parnick, crescent, Earl’s Court High 
Court Pet Oct 





Bruce, Joseru, Rothwell, nr Leeds Pet Oct 30 4 Ord Oct 81 Oct6 Ord — 
De Og, Hockley, Birmingham, Hauler Dix Gitta LAoatt dinietkmautaccsen"Saoata? | Omguny Tuowss, Canons Ashby, Northampton, Fanner 
unpett, Grorcr, Hockley, Birmi ier Bir- y> jcester | " 
ingham Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 81 Pet Oct 1 Ord Oct #1 N Pet Oct 31 a Gea Oct 82 


mm. 
Ceci., Henay, Austin Friars, Mining Engineer High ae coms, We Saeed, Builder Bridgwater Pet | Paoy, Hume aba Knowle, Bristol, Builder Bristol 


Court Pet Sept 9 Ord Oct 2 


Oct 81 Ord Oct 31 


Dawkixs, ALBERT James, Dover, Builder Canterbury Pet Isaacs, Fy Swansea, Builder Swansea Pet Oct 19 | Parren, Groner Antuoxy, re yy! Heath, Kent, Grocer 
Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 Ord Oct Pet Oct 9 


Dorman, Wittiam, Newcastle on Tyne, Tobacconist’s 
t Newcastle onTyne Pet Oct 19 ° Ond Oct 31 


Jounson Ad 18 by ae Gosport, Builder Portsmouth | Pues, Richarp ne 
Pe Worl Ord Novi’ Dealer High Court Pet Oct 80 


Oct 30 
Oct 30 


Assistan’ 
Exon, Joszru, Hollington, Staffs, Labourer Stoke w Kino, Aneuve, ane High Court Pet Sept7 Ord | Puesrox, Joux Epwarp, Ryde, I W, Hotel Proprietor 
Treat Pet Oct 81 "Ord Oct 81 Pe Nov 1 | “™ Newport Pet Oct 81 : 





Ord Oct 31 
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Paice, Witiiam Epwarp, happen oy Coal Merchant 
Wolverhampton Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 

Rarcuirre, Exiza,and Syer Rarcuirre, Holton St Mary, 
Suffolk, Builders Ipswich Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

a Max, 9 st, Merchant High Court Pet 

4 ov il 

Surrn, Jonx, Slough, Bucks, Painter Windsor Pet Oct 30 
Ord Oct 30 

Srexcutey, James, Kingston upon Hull, Fishmonger 

Kingston upon Hull Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 

Sroruanv, Epwarp Bryan Barker, Beverley, York, Milk 
Retailer Kingston upon Hull Pet Novi Ord Nov1 

Tuomsox, Harry Tayvor, and Grorcr THomsox, Wands- 
—_ 1d, Auctioneers Wandsworth Pet Noyl Ord 

ovl 

Titmas, Faepenrick, a Sands, Beds, Farmer Bedford 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 

Tomkins, AUSTIN Scans ER aq Wolverhampton, Advertise- 
ment Canvasser Wolverhampton Pet Nov 1 Ord 
Nov 1 

Wats + Axyniz, Nuneaton Coventry Pet Oct 31 Ord 
Oct 3: 


aaaanel notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Oct. 17: 


Gray, Joun Witi1am, Dudley, Confectioner Dudley Pet 
Oct 10 Ord Oct 10 


Amended notice substituted for that pubiished in the 
London Gazette of Oct. 31: 


Toxae, Wittiam Francis, Manchester Manchester Pet 

Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 
FIRST MEETINGS, 

Axvox, Jouyx, Blackpool, Cabdriver Nov 10 at 2.30 Off 
Ree, 14. Chapel st, Preston 

Argtruun, Wiiuiam Esnest Lurwetyy, Burry oe 
Carmarthen, Ironmonger Noy 11 at 12 Off Rec, 4, 
Queen st, Carmarthen 

Boxp, Arruvtr Hanrrer, Bexhill, Farmer Nov os at 2 
County Court Office, 24, Cambridge rd, Hasti 

Brown, Wittiam, York, Wholesale Confectioner 
14.15 North Stafford Hotel, Stoke upon Trent 

Bave cr, Josgeru, Rothwell, nr Leeds Nov 1l0at3 Off Rec, 

2, Park row, Leeds 

Burreuwortu, SAMUEL, Manchester, Pattern Card Maker 
Nov lvat3 Off Rec, Byrom st, M ester 

Caner, Frayx, Leeds, Brewer’s Drayman Novy 10 at 12.30 
Otf Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Crcit, Henry, Austin Friars, Mining Engineer Nov 10 
ati2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Cvcxsox, THomas Hersert, Sheffield, Builder 
at12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheftield’ 

Fovicer, Epwarp Freperick Barcuetor, Queen st pl, 
Paper Agent Nov 10 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


ys 

Frost, Saunas Wituim, Leicester Nov 10 at 12.30 Off 
Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Gitpext, Wittiam Henry, Maidstone, Grocer 
ati1l 9, King st, Maidstone 

GoLpsToNE, "Isaac, Brick In, oon Tobacconist Nov 
10 at 12 Bankruptcy bid rs, Carey st 

Jenxixos, CHARLES, ‘the Stock Exchange Novy 10 at 2,30 

Bankruptcy bidga, Carey st 

Jxssor, Lewis J, Farringdon ay Nov 13 at il Bankruptcy 
b rey st 

Joxes, Davip , nll Llandilofawr, Carmarthen, Innkeeper 
Nov llat 1230 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Joxxs, Huan, Cardigan, Grocer Nov ll at 11.80 Off Rec, 
4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Kerr, Doyatp, Anfield, saeergort Nov l4dat1 Off Rec, 
35, Victoria st, Liverpoo 

Lewis, Joun, Carno, A Cattle Dealer Now 20 
at 12.30 1‘ High st, Newtown 

Lorcx, Henny Marcecivs, Newcastle on Tyne, Timber 
Merchant Nov 17 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 
Newccstle on Tyne 

Marca.re, Joun Henry, Halifax, Pork Butcher Nov 14 
atll Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

O’Kezerre, Davin, 8t Mary Cray, Kent, Grocer Nov 10 at 
11.30 4, Railway app, London bridge 

Oxp, James, Falmouth, Grocer Nov 11 at 2,30 Off Rec, 
Boscawen st, Truro 

Batres, Grorcre AntTuony, Bexley Heath, Kent, Grocer 
Nov 13 at 11.30 115, High st, Rochester 

Pixroip, Wittiam Jouy, Bedford Nov 11 at 11.30 
Rec, 1a, St Paul’ssq, Bedford 

Pryse, Jou, Lower marth, Lambeth, Retail Cheesemonger 
Nov 18 at 12 bankrupte bldgs, Carey st 

Reiscuer, Max, Noble st, Merchant Novl0ati11 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Ruys, F Corpgavx, yo ange Financier Novy 10 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Bicuarps, Joux, St Austell, Farmer Nov 11 at 2 Off 
Ree, Boscawen st, Truro 

Ryaw,  Gune gz Werstey, Wolverbampton, Quantity Sur- 
veyor Novy l4at 11 ‘Of Rec, ‘Wolverhampton 

Stre., Joux Wit.iam, Leeds, Milliner Noy 10 at 12 Off 
Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Sruincrr, Artnuz, Wadsley Bridge, Yorks, Edge Tool 
Manufacturer Nov 10 at 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, 
Sheffield 

Tirrixe, Sanan, Leicester, Grocer Nov 10 at 3 
1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Une, ‘Jous, Ware, Herts, Farmer Nov llat 12 Shirehall, 
Hettf ford 

Wakerietp, Wit11au, Leeds, Herbalist Nov 10 atil Off 
22, Park row, Leeds 

ADJUDICATIONS, 


Asnwortn, Joseru, Halifax, Printer Halifax Pet Oct 7 
Ord Nov 1 

Banser, E Ixcims, Beckenham Croydon 
Ord Oct 25 


= 10 at 


Nov 10 


Nov 15 


Off 


Off Rec, 


Pet July 17 


K Wituam, Lowestoft, Smackmaster 


Buiowens, Feeveax 
Ord Nov1 


Gt Yarmouth Pet Novl 


Bovryxe, Haxnzy, Brighton, Greengrocer Brighton Ord 
ovi 
Bavce, Joseru, Rothwell, nr Leeds Leeds Pet Oct 20 








Eaton, Josern, etal Ord’ Oct i. Labourer Stoke upon 
Trent Pet Oct 31 pay be 

Faizey, Witt1am Tuomas, Brid, + Jey Wheelwright 

Bromwich Pet Oct 30 Ord Oc’ 

Fovicgr, Epwarp Freperick Bat eon :, Queen st tl, 
Paper Agent High Court Pet Sept 23 Ord Oct 30 

Frost, Tuomas Wit.iam, North Evington, Leicester Pet 
Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Gotpstone, Isaac, Brick In, Spitalfields, Tobacconist 
High Court Pet Oct 4 Ord Oct 30 


IneLanp, Jon, Wick, nr Bristol, Builder Bridgwater 
Pet Oct 30 ‘Ord Oct 30 en 
Jounsox, Fxancis Witiiam, Gosport, Hants, Builder 


Portsmouth Pet Nov1 Ord Novl 

Lartrerx, Watrer, Southend on Sea, Professor of Music 
Chelmsford Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Lewis, Jouy, Carno, Montgomery, Cattle Dealer Newtown 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Novl 

Maxtove, Epwarp ALExanpeR, Beeston, Notts, Ware- 
houseman Nottingham Pet Nov 1 Ord Nov 1 

Morris, Davio J, Kidwelly, Carmarthen, Draper Car- 
marthen Pet Sept 20 Oct 13 

O’Keerre, Davip, 8t Mary Cray, Kent, Grocer Croydon 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 28 

OsporneE, Tuomas, Leicester, Farmer Northampton Pet 
Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 

Papy, Henry Gerorce, Knowle, Bristol, Builder Bristol 


Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 81 
Putturrs, Ricnarp Henry, Town, Furniture 
Dealer High Court Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 


Price, Wittram Epwaep, het ey ery _ Merchant 
Wolv: erhampton Pet yee 4 a Oct 3. 
Pryse, Jos, Lower Marsh, Lam! 

Court Pet Sept 6 Ord out 8 30 
Ratcuirre, Eviza, and Syer Rato.iere, Holton St Mary, 
Suffolk, Builders Ipswich Pet Oct 80 Ord Oct 30 
Smita, Jou, Slough, Backs, Painter Windsor Pet Uct 

30 Ord Oct 30 
Sire, Witiiam Puitiurrs Warren, spuay st, Actor 
High Court Pet July11 Ord Oct & 
Srrecutey, James, Kingston upon Hull, Fishmonger 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 81 
Srorzy, Wa.rer, Chapel en le Frith, Derb bel ad 
Manufacturer Stockport Pet Oct 28 Ord 
Sroruarp, Eowarp Bryan Barker, Beverley, York, Milk 
Retailer Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov1l Ord Nov 1 
Tuomsoy, Harry Tay.or, and Gzorce Tuomsox, Wands- 
worth rd, Auctioneers Wandsworth Pet Nov1 Ord 
Nov 1 
Titmas, Freperic ~*~) ree Beds, Farmer Bedford 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 
Tom«ins, Austin He ll nee ee Advertise- 
aoe Canvasser Wolverhampton et Nov 1 Ord 
ovil 
Wistaw, Joun Wewixes, Berwick upon Tweed, Cycle 
Agent Newcastle on Tyne Pet Sept 28 Ord Oct 28 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct 17: 
Gray, Joun Wituram. Dudley, Confectioner 
Oct 10 Ord Oct 10 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct 27 : 
Betcuer, ALserr Epwarp, Oxford, Furniture Dealer 
Oxford Pet Oct12 Ord Oct 23 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct 31: 


Toyez, WitiiaM Francis, Manchester, Grocer Manchester 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 


Fy High 


Dudley Pet 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Atcock, WIL.1am, fetus ion uxta seas Posntinny 
Dealer Birmingham Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 

Burros, ALrrep, Soundwell, Gloucester, Builder Bristol 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov z 

Canpy, Emity Frances, 8¢ George’s sq, Furniture Dealer 
High Court Pet June16 Ord July 11 


er pry Carisbrooke, I W Newport Pet Nov 4 
rr a 
Davies, Evan, Penrhiwceiber, Glam, Contractor Ponty- 


pridd Pet ‘Nov 4 Ord Nov4 


Denninc, Francis, Wolverhampton Wolverhampton Pet 
Oct 17 Ord Nov 3 
Hatt, Witiiam, Marsh, Huddersfield, Tram Guard 


Huddersfield Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 
Hoiiayp, Ricuarv Crircurey, Queen’s rd, Bayswater, 


Mantle Buyer High Court Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 

Horxixsox, Apert, Rotherham, Butcher’s Manager 
Shetheld Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

James, Freperick Henry Pur, Old Kent 1d, 
Publican High Court Pet Oct9 Ord Nov3 

Kinsman, Joun Crioven, Saltash, Cornwall, Licensed 
Victualler Plymouth Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Licutrroot, Tuomas, Kelsall, Chester, ieoow Chester 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 4 

Lonornonrr, Erusaim, Kiogston upon Hull, Tailor King- 
ston upon Hull Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 


Newman, W Russet, Hotel Victoria, Northumberland av, 
Stockbroker High Court Pet Nov 1 Ord Dec 1 

Pvucu, Tuomas Epwanxops, Sealand, Flint, Farmer Chester 
Pet Nov O1d Nov 2 

Ranpa.u, James ALrrep, Merton, 
High Court Pet Nov1 Ord Nov 

Ricuarpson, Frep, Great Senet 3 Fith Merchant Gieat 
Grimsby Fet Nov 4 

Rosiyson, Fr bang Wiis “itigh Court Pet May 24 

P Oid June 14 H Kingsto 

CAIFE, OHN ENRY, n 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Oct 17 


7 eee Sculptor 


upon Hull, Joiner 


Ord Nov 3 


Scorr, WaLres LyTTELToy, Wwe ry Staffs, Tobacco- 


nist Walsall Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 
Suver._evoruam, SamveEt, eld, Yarn Agent Man- 
chester Pet Nov4 y poteng X 
&uiru, Heyxey, Denton, Lancs, Bootmaker Ashton under 
Lyne Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 2 





| 
| 
| 
i 
| 


| SPEECHLY, James, Kingston w 











Suirn, Henry Sretman, Fakenham, Norfolk, Insurance 
Agent Norwich Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 
Suira, Wittiam Henry, Bristol, Fruit Merchant Bristol 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Nov 3 

Srewart, Bessiz, Bradford, Homeopathist Bradford 
Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 2 

Stewart, Joun Lawrence, Bradford Bredford Pet 
Oct 20 Ord Nov 2 

Srewart, WALTER Wins, Brighton Brighton Ord Nov 3 


orm, Rozert Wi iim, Stockton on —* Hairdresser 
ton on Tees Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 

Suen Atrrep Grorce, Old Cavendish st, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet Oct13 Ord Nov2 

Warson, CaRo.ineE, nee, Milliner Northampton 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Nov 4 

her 2 Goenee Ricuarp, Newark upon Trent, Hair- 

Nottingham Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 

Cane “4 Earl of, George st, Hanover sq ‘High Court 

Pet July 17 Ord Nov 2 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bewyett, James ANTHONY, a or Sheffield, 
Blacksmith Nov 16 at 12 Ree, Figtree in, 
Sheftield 


Betts, Arruur Fretcuer, Belsize sq, Hampstead, 
Traveller Nov l4at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Biowekrs, Frepenick WituiAm, Lowestoft. Smackmaster 
Nov 18 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

BreweErTon, SUSANNAH, Bhe; —_ Nov l6at 1130 24, 
Railway app, London Bri 

Byers, Tuomas, Long Houten Durham Nov l5at3 
Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Cuaysox, GEORGE, ‘Rushden, Northampton, Newsagent 
Nov l4ati2 Off Rec, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 

Cornett, Witiiam, Ipswich, Chemist Nov 17 at 2 Off 
Rec, 26, Princes st, Ipswich 

Dawkins, ALbert James, Dover, Builder Nov 23 at 9.30 
Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Durrant, GeorcE WATER Loo, Great Yarmouth, Carpenter’s 
ae Nov 18 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, 
Norwic 

Francis, Witt1Am, Pentre Broughton, nr Wrexham, Coal 
Filler Nov 14at1130 Priory, Wrexham 

Guaister Nicnoitson & Co, W, Mincing ln, Commission 
Agents Nov l4at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Haz, Witiiam, Huddersfield, Tram Guard Nov 14 at 12 
Off Rec, 19, John William st, Huddersfield 

Hatmsuaw, Samvet, Liversedge, York, Coal Leader Noy 
14at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Huaitt, James Epcar Joun, and Tuomas Henry Coutins, 
Hinckle if , Hosiery Manufacturers Novy l4at 3 Off Rec, 
1, Berridge st, Leicester 

JAMES, Frevericx Henry Puiu, Old Kent rd, Publican 
Nov 15 at 2.80 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Jounson, Francis Wit.1AmM, Gosport, Builder Nov 14 at 3 
Off R tec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Jorpan, Tuomas, and ALTER Henry Asumove, Burton 
on Trent, Bakers Nov 15 at 3.30 Midland Hotel, 
Station st, Burton on Trent 


Off 


Kixc, ArTuurn, Harringay Nov 14 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 
LawsEnce, Georce, Keesingland, Suffolk, Tobacconist 


Nov 18at1 Off Rec, 8 g st, Norwich 

Lezonaxrp, Joun Ricnarp, Smethwick, Stafford, Laundry 
Proprietor Nov 15 at 11 174, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

a Grorcet, Redcar, York, Innkeeper Nov 17at3 Oif 
Ree, 8, Albert 1d, Middlesborough 

Moregison, Parnicx, Eardley crescent, Earl’s Court Nov 
15at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Newman, W. Russevi, Hotel Victoria, Northumberland ay, 
Stockbroker Nov 15at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Perkins, Tuomas Henny, Redditch, Painter Noy 15 at 12 
174, 4 nN st, Birmingham 

Puitiirs, Richarp Henry, Canning Town, Furnitwe 
Dealer Nov 16 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ratcuirre, Eviza, and Syer Rarcuirres, Holton St Mary, 
Suffolk, Builders Noy 17 at 230 Off Rec, 36, Princes 
st, Ips wich 

pt Ag Apo.rn, Old Broad st, Stockbroker Nov 15 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Rosinson, Ernest Epwanrp, Middlesborough, Factor Nov 
i7at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Sairu, Jouy, Slough, Bucks, Painter Nov 16 at 3 Off 

Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

— Hull, ange Nov 


I4atil Off Ree, Trinity House ln, H 

Storey, Wattex, Chapel en le Frith, Derby, Boap Manu- 
facturer Nov 16 at 2.30 Off Rec, County chmbrs, 
Market 5 Stockport 

SuckKLina, iLuiaAmM, Birmingham, Ex Police Constable 
Novil7atill 174, Corporation at, Birmingham 

Wvywye, J A, Hackney, Boot Manufacturer Nov 15 atl 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Benxert, James Antuony, Oughtibridge, nr = flield, 
Blacksmith Sheffield. Pet Nov 3 Ord'Nov 12" 


Benyetr, Wituam, Calow, nr Chesterfield, patted 
Chesterfield Pet Nov 2 ‘Ord Oct 13 
Brirroy, A.rrev, Mangotefield, Gloucester, Builder 


Bristol. Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 
Cass, GroncEe, Newport, I W Newport Pet Nov 4 Ord 


Nov 4 
Danieis, Exiza. Swansea, Confectioner Swansea Pet 
Sept7 Ord Nov 3 


Davigs. Evan, ep ge ye Gum, Contractor Ponty- 
pridd Pet Nov4 Ord No 
De STEvINGK, Henry, Coleman. at High Court Pet June 
Ord Nov 2 
Exskine, Eomoxp Warertox Conivosny, Kensington High 
Court Pet Aug 3 Ord Nov 3 


| Haut, Wittiam, Hudderstield, Tram Guard Huddersfield 


Pet Oct 31 Ond Oct 31 

Hawp, Cuances Wittiam, Ipswich, Farmer Ipswich Pet 
Oct 2 Ord Nov 1 

Hanpzisox, Thomas Henny, Leyton, Essex, Tobacconist 
High Court Pet Cct 19 Oid Nov 2 

Hon Ricnarp Camcuvey » Bayswater, Mantle Buyer 


Court Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 
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Horxtysox, Atsert, Rotherham Sheffield Pet Nov 2 
Ord Nov 2 
ysaacs, Tuomas, Swansea, Builder Swansea Pet Oct 19 


ov 
Jones, Huon, Cardigan, Grocer Carmarthen Pet Oct 24 
One Nov 1 
Kino, Arravea, Harringay High Court Pet Sept 7 Ord 
Joun Ciovan, 


lov 2 

Kinsman, Saltash, Cornwall, Licensed 
Victualler Plymouth Pet Nov 3 Ord Nov3 

Lonotnorr, Eprneraim, Kingston 7. a Tailor 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov 2 Od Ni 

McGreaor, Groroe, Stokes Croft, Bri -tol, ue Bristol 
Pet Nov1 Ord Nov 2 

Mappen, Amprose WittiamM eee, Clerk Birming- 
ham PetNovi Ord Nov2 

Marrurwman, Newman Jouy, Bow, Public house Broker 
High Court Pet Aug 4 Ora Nov 1 

Perkins, THomas Henry. Redditch, Worcester, Painter 
Birmingham Pet Oct 19 Ord Nov4 

Puen, Toomas Epwarps, Sealand, Flint, Farmer Chester 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Prrcett, Marmapvkce Francis, Barton st. Westminster, 
Barrister High Court Pet June6 Ord Novi 

RaxpALt, James ALrrep, Merton, Surrey, Monumental 
culptor High Court Pet Nov1 Ord Nov1 

Rrcnarpson, Frep, Gt 7 ane Fish Merchant Gs Grimsby 
Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 

SuorrLenoTnaM, Samuet, Macclesfield, Yarn Agent Man- 
chester Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 4 

Suitn, Hevey Spetmay, Fakenham, Norfolk, Insurance 

Agent Norwich Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 

Swann, Ronert Winuam, Stockton on Tees, Hairdresser 
Stockton on Tees Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 3 

Ure, Joun, a, Hertford, Farmer Hertford Pet 
Oct 27 Ord Nov 2 

Wivaap, Grorcr Ricnarp, Newark upon Trent, Hair- 
dres'er Nottingham Pet Nov8 Ord Nov3 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


CarRpDWELL, JonaTHAN, Ravensthorpe, nr Dewsbury, Coal 
Miaer Dewsbury Adjud July?2 AnnulOct 3 

Bentiey, Rorertr. Scarborough, Yorks, Grocer Scar- 
borough Adjad May 4, 1896 Annul Oct 25, 1898 


THEATRES. 
E ’ 

THIS EVENING, at 9.0. AN INTERRUPTED HONEY- 
MOON: Messrs. Arthur Williams, Arthur Elwood, Gerald 
du Maurier, Wilfrid Draycott, Tarver; Miss Sarah Brooke, 
Mrs, Kemmis, Mrs, George Canninge, Miss Bella Pateman, 
Miss Clara Denman, and Miss Granville, At 815, THE 
QUEEN’S MESSENGER, 





DALY’S. 
THIS EVENING, at 815, SAN TOY: Mesars aening 
Wright, Fred. Re Lione! Mackinder, Colin Coop, 
Scott Russell, A. , and Rutland Barrington; Mesdames 
— Moody, Gracie Leigh, Gladys el iy Buckley, 
co Sinden, F. Co! boura, Collette, Fawcett, Mr. 
Heyden Coffin, and Miss Marie Tempest. 
DUKE OF YORK’S. 

THIS EVENING, at 815, THE CHRISTIAN: Messrs. 
Herbert Waring, Charles Groves, Charles Fulton, Allan 
Aynesworth, Ben ws a r, Percy Lyndal, William H. Day. 
George Raiemond, kstone, J. W. oe: 
Mesdames Lily Hail “Caine. Janet Evelyn, Ethel Henry, 
Lizzie Scobie, Ada Homer, Kate Price, Maude Sinclair, and 
Miss Evelyn 


GARRICK. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.20, THE DEGENERATES : Mr. 
Frederick Kerr, Mr. Edmund Maurice, Mr. Leslie care 
Mr, George Grossmith, jun., Mr. Harcourt Beatty, Mr. H. 
ée Lange, Mr. Victor ‘Widdicombe ; Mrs. 

Lottie Venne, Miss Lily Grundy, Miss Dorothy Drake, Miss 
Lily Hanbury. 


HAYMARKET. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.30, Coy BLACK TULIP: Miss 
Winifred Emery. . Frederi — 4 ~ > and Mr. horne, Mr. 
a: Mr. sydney Valentine, Mr. Mark 

H. Tyler, , Mr. Will Mr. J. 8. Blythe, 
Figen Mr. 8. Johnson, Mrs. E H. Brooke. 


LYCEUM. 

THIS praane, at 8.15, THE SIGN OF THE ae i 
Mr. Wi , Miss ~~ Jeffries ; _ Sait 
Barnes, we Edwards, Ir win, Mannin; » 

Hod ‘a Belmore, Resayeal, M — 
ht, *Cortelyou, Belmore, Gambier, tiation 
Wilma, D Darwin, Bonser. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Ad> MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 
, the Lord Chancellor, the bay my of the 
Corporati 


ion of of London, &¢. 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
pny tes GOWNS. 


Law W' for Datien, Town 
ee Soe and Olerke of the Peace 


Corporation Robes University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 





To Her Maj 
Judicial 


%, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





ITY of SHEFFIELD. — LOANS. — The 
Corporation are pupeest 
and upwards, on Mo 
Six Calendar Months’ lg’ 
either side. Interest at 3 per Ry scapes y. §. 
pooh day of March and the first day of September in 
eat year, 

The Ban oe ey | also prepared to Receive Loans of 
£50 and upwards on Deposit, interest at 3 ay cent., pe 
able at the dates before stated, the Deposit 
Three Calendar Months’ Written Notice to be — 


.~ + ill, oe est of depositor, 

ion will, a requ any 

grant to him a amount of his eposit, but 

fe euch event the dopmitor wil be Rejuired to pay the 
Faves a bd should be addressed to oe City 

AccounTanT anD RearsTrar, Town Hall, Sheffield 





The Society— Established 
T= GU. SOCIETY. Fidelity 
. quamateet te oh hastiegs of ae. . 

No. 19, Birchin-lane, E.C. < “ 


LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIONS. 
For Vacancies in Town and Countzy, or for Introiluc- 
tions to Gentlemen requiring apply to 





HARCOURT SMITH, 


Partnership oa" and Law Costs Drafteman. 
Chancery-lane. 
a. ee. KC SECURITIES WANTED. 


THE oHBeUB BANE, 
ESTABLISHED 1873. Ltd. 


The Most Hon. the Marquis of TWEEDD ALE, 
Bankers: BANK OF ENGLAND. 


For Estate ae. Small Disbursements, &c, use 
Cheque Bank Cheques. No cheaper form of remittance 
to any part of the 
Payment of Annuities undertaken. 
Current Accounts Opened. Deposits its Received at Interest, 


bg Orrice: 98, BISHOPSGATE WITHIN, EC 
West Enp Orrice : 14, COCKSPUR STREET, BW. 


GENERAL REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, Lauren, 
No. 26, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 
[Removed from 5, Whitehall.) 
Established 1896. 
Share and Debenture Capital - - £639,600. 


Trustee: 





Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans on 
Reversions made either at annual interest or for deferred 
charges. Policies Purchased. 


D. A. BUMSTED, F.LA., Actuary and Secretary. 


ANTED, No. 47 of Vol. XLVI. of the 


Ay Reporter, ae Cosanomn, Aire tember 
a 1898; s, 1808; 0d. per opp will be pall dee tome ah the Olen, 








TREATMENT OF INEERIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
dei cr a arin 


BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Superintendent, 


TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS. 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 
8T. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 
under the Acts and vately, Terms, 


sete eat wn. 
M.B., B.8. 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


Medical Attendant: J. HEADLEY NEALE, M.B., 
oe tae Sm ae the H. M. RILEY, Assoc. Soc, 


Beaty ot todienl References. For terms and particulars 
toby Mise RILEY, or the Principal. 


INEBRIETY. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


Da. J. M. HOBSON 1 eo eo Ladies y yt 
personal care. Home with every facility for con- 
genial work and recreation. 


Address : 
Glendalough, Morland Road, Croydon. 




















prudence and Common law 
and Equity, a= 
— University Law Scholar, Coaches for all Law Exam- 





O SOLICITORS. —Offices to Let at 15 and 
rom 12s, 


16, Btephen-street, 
per week.—Apply to Lza & Bovttox. 


ope, MORTGAGEES, and Others. 
- AV ms — London, bad 


oat om 0 red sens fp by 





(\UERKSHIP Wanted in i. Communes yancing 

Office by young Solicitor, with view to Purchase or 

in course few years.—Finat, “ Solicitor’s 
27, Chancers-lane, W.C. 


(Ge anndier vith 'e3 0 aged | 27, Seeks Partner or 

Financier with £3 es oe et join or 
<> ie aa on man Meets business. — 
tunity for young ma Deacon’s, 


fhe THE EIND-HBABTSD.—~ 
Seeks f. 


Journal” 








Balitiory Joureal ® Oilee ai, 


VALUABLE ep B 
road and 700 to 
—Plan and fait 
Advertising Offices, 
Lo DON.—Pelican House, pean forraaet — 


he ee a He, 


Simonson on Sieshaes ae 


Debenture Stock. 
Second Edition. Price 21s, 














Lonpon : 
EFFINGHAM WILSON, Royat Excuanaz. 





CHEAP 
CONVEYANCING WORKS. 


*.° Aut i Excetient Conprrion. 


Davidson's Concise Precedents, 1894, a New Copy, 


K ae "s 2 vols —18, 
cy,an a ene, Hon Conn am. _— 


Prigeases Precedents, 2 vols.—1899, 19s. ; 1998, 18s, ; 


N.B.—The Oth, and 10th Editions of Prideaux, and the 
are Bausion af Key aud Maphinctann tiles 00 gard Poems 


THE KELLY LAW-BOOK 00K COMPANY, LTB. | 
LINOOLN'S-INN-GATE, CAREY-8T., LONDON, W. 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


Létraries Valued or Porchase. 
Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text-books 
‘ 09: always on | on Bale. 
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Now Ready. 


ae 
ALMANAC 


1900. 


CONTAINING 


Complete Legal Directory 


FOR 


Engtand and Wates. 


List of Counsel, Solicitors, Commis- 
sioners for Oaths, and Law Agents 
acting for Foreign Parts. 


Recognized everywhere as the Best ana 
Most Comprehensive Diary for Solicitors 
and B Barriste rs. 


Prices: 3s. 6d., 5s, 6s., and 8s, 64., 
according to Diary Space. 


WATERLOW BROS. & LAYTON, LIM., 


24 & 25, BIRCHIN LANE. E.C. 





FAALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


ParguiamestTary Bitts. Mixvtes ory Evipence, Booxs or 
Rererence, STATEMENTS OF CLaim, Answers, &c., & 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS, 

And all General and Commercial Work. 
Every description of Printing. 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORTER. 


27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDOV, W.C. 


188, Strand. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER. 


BLUE BLACK 


WRITING & COPYING 





INKS 


FOR SOLICITORS 


HALF USUAL PRICES. | 


3/- Size aT 1/6 PER BOoTTLe. 


Orner 81zEs 1x Proportion. 
Sample Bottle free on application. 


Illustrated Catalogue of Solicitors’ 
a post-free 


ROYAL COURTS STATIONERY WAREHOUSE, 


191 & 192, Fleet-street; 1 & 2, Chancery-lane, 
London, E.C, 


IRON FENCING,CATES,& 


USED ON NUMEROUS ESTATES. 





| 
= Digging of Holes ovdiel. Low Prices. 
Catalosues free on applica tion 
BAYLISS JONES & = 9-0 4 eS 


WOLVERHAMPTON 
Lonioow Qrrices & Snow Reptis: 139 £14), Cannon SEC 





ESTABLISHED 1851. 


BIRKBECK BANK, 


Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 


INVESTED FUNDS - «= = £10,000,000. 
Number of Accounts, 85,09 . 


TWO-AND-A-HALF per CENT. INTEREST allowed 
ppg FA on demand. 
‘WO per C. CURRENT ACCOUNTS, on the 
oiaienel monthly balances, when not drawn below £100. 

STOCKS, SHARES, and ANNUITIES purchased and 


sold for customers. 


SAVINGS DEPA! DEPARTMENT. 
Small ae received, andInterest allowed monthly on 
each —- leted £1. 
The KBECK ALMANACE, with particulars, post 


FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 
Telephone No. 56, HouBory. 
Telegraphic Address: “ Biaxneck, Loypow.” 


THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 


Err S'S 


GRATEFUL—COMFORT'NG. 


free. 


COCOA 


BREAKFAST—SUPPER. 








. 
ww ee ae ‘t 


RCr 


AMONDS, PEAR, < 


Valuations 


+ LEGAL + 
PROFESSION, 
PROBATE, &c. 
PROMPTITUDE. 


COLD JEWELLERY, 
ad | 





LOW CHARGES. 


NOW READY. 


56th Year of Publication. 


THE 


SOLIGITORS' 
DIARY, 


ALMANAC, 
LEGAL DIGEST, & DIRECTORY 


1900. 


This old. established and eo 
Annual is now universally recognised 
as the most useful Legal and Com- 
prehensive Diary published. 


Prices, 3s. 6d., 5s., 6s., & 8s. 6d., 
According to Diary Space and Binding ; and in the 5s., 6s., 
and 8s. 6d. Editions there will be the ‘additional features 
of a PAGED DIARY and an INDEX to same, and the 
8s. 6d. Edition is now arranged with each day’s Diary com= 
mencing on the left-hand side of the opening. 


WATERLOW & SONS, 


LIMITED, 
LONDON WALL, LONDON. 


Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
CHE IMPERIAL rsvpgance company 
tmuarzep, FIRE, 
Established 1808. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., 22, Pall Mall, 8.W., and 47, 
Chancery-lane, W.C. 








Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Funds over £1,500,000 
E. COZENS SMITH, General Manager. 


ESTABLISHED 1782. 


PHGNIX FIRE OFFICE,’ 
19, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, London. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
Francis B. Macpow ap, Secretary, — 
INSURANCE OFFICE, 
S UJ N LAW COURTS BRANCH: 
40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C,) 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 
BRAND & CO’S 
SPECIALTIES 
Prepared from nest 3 ENGLISH MEATS 
ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
MEAT JUICE, &e., 
Of ali Ohemists and Grocers. 
BRAND & CO., LTD., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAL 


Assured free of all Liability. 
Founded 1710. 
SUM INSURED IN 1896 EXCEEDS £ £430,000,000. 
For INVALID 
BEEF TEA, 
WORKS, VAUXHALL, LONDON, 8.W, 
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